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INIRODUCTIGN
The modern and ever changing technocracy of this 
country places an ever increasing demand for efficiency of 
production and distribution on the economic endeavors of the 
inhabitants. An alertness to the need for this efficiency 
is the margin between the economic sufficiency of a progress­
ing people and the deteriorating of the national economy.
This nation, in some respects, is new in comparison with other 
nations of the world ; but it has long passed the point of 
territorial expansion and unlimited natural resources. More 
than ever before the necessity of using all the resources of 
the country, especially human reasoning, must be undertaken. 
Any nation is only as strong as the interests and training of 
its future citizens; and, should this effort become lessened, 
the welfare and the future of that nation will be jeopard­
ized.
Education is a fundamental right of youth, and such 
education should be of a nature that will lead to the futher- 
ance of the individual and the welfare of a vigorous nation. 
The present day trend of the American government is toward 
the minimization of governmental expenditures. This trend 
will be reflected in the educational efforts on the local 
levels; and, unless educators consolidate the gains that
—1—
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
•2"
education has made during the past several decades, serious 
retardations and cutbacks may result.
Educators have made enormous strides during the past 
several years toward building the status of the teaching 
profession equal to that of other professional occupations, 
but these gains should be protected against future recessions 
in both salaries and prestige. If education is to progress, 
a program must be established to hold and attract responsible 
individuals into educational fields* The haphazard and 
supine assignment of teachers tends to discourage and turn 
away from the teaching profession trained persons who would 
otherwise continue in and enrich American education. There 
is no panacea or easy formula for solving the problem, but 
perhaps a step in the right direction would be the suitable 
and efficient use of school personnel.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER I
THE HIGH SCHOOL TEACHING LOAD POODLEM
Setting of the Problem. A survey of the teaching 
load of secondary school teachers of Montana high schools 
was made in 1935 by Truman M. Cheney.^ Cheney’s study was 
made during the low economic years of the depression at the 
time of great scarcity of school and public funds. Another 
inquiry was made by William W. Taylor in 1936.^ Taylor’s 
study was based on questionnaire results obtained from the 
superintendents of selected high schools representing each 
of the four classes of Montana high schools. Like Cheney’s 
study, Taylor’s study was conducted during a period of 
rather penurious school financing.
This study is made under economic conditions quite 
dissimilar from those of the studies of 1935 and 1936. In­
creasing school populations, a greater national income, and 
an ever increasing demand for professional training, all 
tend to urge greater expansion of the educational facilities
^Truman M. Cheney, "The High School Teacher’s Load 
in Montana," (unpublished Master’s Thesis of Montana State 
University, 1936).
^William W. Taylor, "The Teaching Load in the Second­
ary Schools of Montana in 1933 - 1934," (unpublished Master’s 
Thesis of the University of Minnesota, 1935).
-3-
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within the nation. This study will include questionnaire 
results obtained from each class of the secondary schools of 
Montana at a time of high tax incomes and increasing school 
needs. This investigation is necessary at the present time, 
because the increased cost of operating and maintaining high 
schools requires a highly efficient system of handling the 
instructional and cooperational teacher assignments within 
the school program.
The Purpose of this Study. In the organization and 
administration of secondary schools, one of the major prob­
lems of the high school principal or superintendent is the 
assignment of teaching duties to the staff. One question 
that arises in this connection is how much work he should 
apportion to each teacher. Overworking teachers will, in 
the end, result in a poor quality of teaching. Unfair dis­
tribution of work among the faculty will cause dissatisfact­
ion, and frictions will arise. The increased cost of operat­
ing and maintaining high schools and the payment of higher 
salaries to teachers require a more equable teacher load to 
maintain top proficiency and to operate the school In the 
most economical way possible. To do this the administrator 
must see that each teacher is carrying an adequate share of 
the teaching load. During this period of high cost of oper­
ation, this problem has become even more acute due to the 
rising enrollments, more varied curriculum, increased demand 
for more outside activities. At the same time the taxpayers
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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are asking for a reduction of the accelerating school costs. 
So, for the sake of economy to the school district, efficient 
teaching of pupils, and justice to his teachers, the adminis­
trator should carefully consider all the phases of the teach­
ing load before making his staff assignments.
The purpose of this study was to present data concern­
ing the load of the high school teachers of Montana with the 
hope that such information would prove of value to the high 
school administrator in making his distribution of the teach­
ing load. Toward this end, an atteupt was made in this in­
vestigation to present a method of measuring the load and to 
give the results of this method when applied to Montana high 
school teachers for the year 1952 « 53. Comparisons were 
made of the teaching loads in the four classes of schools, 
of instructional and extra-curricular loads, of loads in 
various teaching fields, of the loads carried by men and 
women, of loads carried by experienced and beginning teach­
ers, of loads and teachers* salaries.
No attempt was made to compare the loads of the teach­
ers with those of any other profession or class of workers. 
Nor, was any attempt made to determine what the load should 
be. However, the administrator may compare the loads of his 
teachers with those of teachers in other schools in the state# 
He may also examine the load of the teachers in his own 
school with a view to making more satisfactory adjustments.
The factor of the personality and the ability of the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
teacher and the maturity of the students will not be consid­
ered as they are too intangible to be measured in this study.
The Definition of the Teaching Load. Teaching load 
has been defined in various ways. In 1917 - lâ, the United 
States Office of Education defined teaching load as "the 
number of pupils divided by the number of teachers."^ In 
19 25, "it signified the number of pupils times the number of 
weekly recitations or briefly, the pupil-periods per week."^
By 1 9 32, Thomas^ broadened the term, teaching load, so that 
it encompassed the amount of time a teacher s pends each week 
in teaching and in carrying on all the activities connected 
with teaching. Douglass became more specific by stating that 
the teaching load was "a series of units each of which was 
equivalent to the teaching of a class requiring preparation 
for one period of 45 minutes, in which there were 20 pupils."^
The teaching load is the amount of work a teacher does 
each day or week. This takes in the hours of teaching and 
the hours given to preparation of school work, clerical work, 
conferences, and other tasks. Ixonroe*̂  defines the teaching
3John C. Almack and Albert R. Long, Problems of the 
Teaching Profession. Houghton kifflin Company, Boston 1^2$.
p. 212.
^Ibid.
^Harold P. Thomas, "An Analysis of the Time Factor 
in the Distribution of School Duties," (unpublished Doctor’s 
Dissertation, Harvard, 1934).
^Harl R. Douglass, Organization and Administration of 
Secondary Schools. Ginn and Company, Boston 1932, p. 115.
7w. S. Monroe, "Teaching Loads," Encyclopedia of Educ­
ational Research. Revised edition. The kacMillnn Company, 
Jüew'ïork, 1950. p. 1454.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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load, as usually understood, to include all activities which 
take the time or energy of the teacher and which are rel?<ted 
either directly or indirectly to his professional duties, 
responsibilities and interests. The more recent, 1950 revised, 
Douglass Formula defined the unit of the teaching load "as 
the approximate equivalent to teaching an average class of 25 
pupils of the 10th grade for one class period of 50 minutes," 
The first opinion usually subscribed to by the teach­
ers themselves was that "teacher load" includes everything 
that teachers have to do, both in and out of school, in order 
to remain in rood standing in their oositions,^ The second 
idea of "teacher Jond" was that usually held by administrators 
and supervisors. They contend that they are interested not 
so much in the so-called "total load" of a teacher as in the 
relations between loads of teachers.^®
This growth from an elementary conception in which 
teaching losd concerned itself merely with pucil-teacher 
ratio to a broad inclusive one that recognized the many 
factors affecting teacher load had not resulted from chance. 
Rather it was the reshaping of the philosophy of the teach­
ing of secondary education and the recognition of the fact
^Harl R, Douglass, "The 1950 Kevision of the Douglass 
High School Teaching Load Formula," The Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondarv-School Principals, Vol. 35 
l>sri951) p. 23.
William Kewsom and Richard S. Pollack, "Computing Teacher Load: Analysis and Comparison of Various Methods,"
The School Review. Vol, 47, No, Ô (October 1939) p. 5^6 - 596,
lOlbid.. p, 5^6 - 596,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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that pupil-per-period or pupils-per»teacher did not properly 
evaluate the teacher’s job.
The Formula and its Explanation. Harl R. Douglass^^ 
in his studies of the teaching load perfected several for­
mulas. The first formula attempted in 1928^^ failed, because 
it did not allow for the differences in the difficulties of 
various subjects and for duplicate preparations. Douglass’s 
second formula, formed in 1932,^^ allowed for duplicate prep­
arations and had various coefficients of subject difficulty. 
This formula was used by both Cheney^^ and Taylor^^ in their 
studies of the Montana teacher load and must of necessity be 
used in this study for comparison purposes. The formula is:
2 Dup (NP - 20 CP) PL * 55 PC PL ♦ 55
TL * SC C P -------     ♦ —  _______
10 100 100 2 100
TL z Units of teaching load per week.
CP = Class periods spent in classroom per week.
Dup z Number of class periods spent per week in class­
room teaching classes for which the preparation
^^Harl R. Douglass, Director, College of Education, 
University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado.
^^Harl R. Douglass, "Measuring the Teaching Load in 
the High School,” The Nation’s Schools. Vol 2, No. 4 
(October 1928) p. 22 - 24.
^^Douglass, Organisation and Administration of 
Secondary Schools. p. 115.
^^Cheney, loc. cit.
^^Taylor, loc. cit.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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is very similar to that for some other section, 
not including the original section*
NP » Number of pupils in classes per week*
PC r Number of class periods spent per week in super­
vision of the study hall, student activities, 
teachers* meetings, committee work, assisting 
in administrative or supervisory work, or 
other co-operations*
PL : Gross length in minutes of class periods.
SC = Subject area coefficient (1.1 for English, science, 
history and social studies, including commercial 
law and geography; 1*0 for foreign languages, 
commercial subjects, and mathematics; *9 for 
all shop subjects, household arts, and art; 
and .8 for music and physical education)*
The 1932 Douglass formula took into account the number 
of pupils that each teacher met during the week, the number 
of class periods of teaching, the number of periods for which 
the preparation was different, the nature of the subject 
taught, the amount of time given to non-instructional duties, 
and the length of the class period* It gave a measure of 
teaching load for each teacher, and the school load was the 
sum of all the loads of individual teachers*
The 1932 version of the Douglass formula was criticized 
because it was thought that the subject coefficients of some 
of the special subjects were not sufficiently large for the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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difficulty of the subject and its preparation. Duplicate 
preparations were not given enough weight in accordance with 
the difficulty of the preparation and presentation. Douglass 
revised this formula in 1950^^ and allowed greater weights 
for the duplicate sections, but cut the weights for supervisory 
duties such as study hall, student activities, teachers’ 
meetings, committee work and hall supervision. The revised 
formula is:
Dup (NP - 25 CP) PL ♦ 50 PL + 50
TL = SGC C P  +     ♦ .6  PC _______
10 100 100 ICO
TL = Units of teaching load per week.
SGC s Subject grade coefficient,
1.1 for English, science, history and other 
social studies.
1 .0  for foreign language, household arts, 
comiuercial skill subjects, art, mathematics.
.9  for shop subjects, music, and physical 
education.
CP s Class periods per week; count double periods as 
two periods each.
DP = Number of duplicate class periods, e. ̂., a second
section cf a class. Also count as DP the second
period of a double period.
^^arl R. Douglass, "The 1950 Revision of the Douglass 
High School Teaching load Formula." 0£. cit. p. 22
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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KP « Total number of pupils in all classes for the
week, counting pupils twice in double period 
classes,
PC z Number of class periods, or equivalent in time,
spent in school duties ether than those directly 
related to class instruction, e. , conriittee 
work, duties and other e3:tra-curricular activi­
ties, etc. This should be the average per week 
for the entire semester,
PL r Period length, net number of minutes,
TL s Teaching load in terms of teaching load units, i.e., 
the time required to teach a class of 25 pupils 
of the 10th grade with an average amount of 
teacher preparation, paper reading, etc, for 
one daily period of 50 minutes. Estimated 
national norm, 30 teaching load units.
This formula has been criticized, because it was 
thought to be too complicated and to require too much time; 
the subject matter coefficients were not based upon recent 
research and were inadequate; not sufficient weight was given 
to the teaching of duplicate sections and the time spent in 
co-operations were not properly evaluated. These criticisms 
were considered and a revised evaluation of the formula and 
subject matter coefficients were rade by Chris Jung,^^
17Harl R. Douglass, "Applying the Revised Douglass 
Formula for Measuring Load of High School Teachers," The 
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary-School 
Principals, Vol, 3 6 , (October 1952) p, 66 - 6 8,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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assistant professor of education, Indiana University,
The revised sabject matter coefficients were computed 
on the average over-all time per class period, including the 
class hour, preparation and all activities incident to teach­
ing for each subject area. This average time of o4 minutes 
per week was then used as the basis for computing the sub­
ject area coefficient for each subject, i.,£,, the average 
time per class period for each subject was divided by Bk with 
the resulting quotient becoming the subject area coefficient, 
for example, the average number of minutes per class period 
for social studies was yO minutes, when this was divided by 
Ô4 , the area coefficient was 1 ,0 7-
In a similar manner, subject-grade coefficients were 
calculated for each subject by grade level. For example, 
English in Table I for the 10-11-12 grade level required 94 
minutes per day. This 94 minutes when divided by Ô4 gave a 
subject-grade coefficient of 1 .1 .
The co-curricular and other co-operative duties were 
computed by totaling the number of minutes per week devoted 
to them and dividing by 8 4 ,^^ the average number of minutes 
spent per class period per week on classes taught.
^^Douglass, "The 1950 Revision of the Douglass High 
School Teaching Load Formula,** 0£. cit.. p. 16,
^9ibid., p. 21.
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TABLE I
AVERAGE OF rilHUTrS PMLY Pll CLASS
AT VARIOUS GRADE LEVELS IN ^
AND DERIVED ÜÜBJLCT-GIADE Ci
PERIOD VARIOUS SUBJECT AREAS
:o;:fficie:jts20
Humber of ilinutes Subject-Grade Co­
efficient
Grade Level Grad3 Level
Sub.lect 7 & é 9 1 0 -11 -12 7 & 8 9 10-11 -12
English ........ 81 90 94 1 .0 1 .1 1 .1
Art . . . . . . . 82 74 84 1 .0 .9 1 .0Home Economics 82 81 90 1 .0 1 .0 1 .1
I'lUSXC * # # * # # 80 85 82 .9 1 .0 1 .0Mathematics . . . 81 80 83 1 .0 1 .0 1 .0
Agriculture • . • •
81
1C9 . .Industrial Arts . 79 S3 1 .0 .9 1 .0Physical Education 71 73 80 •  3 .9 .9Health . . . . . 80 95 105 .9 1 .1 1 .2Commerce . . . 83 82 60 1 .0 1 .0 1 .0Social Studies 84 89 96 1 .0 1 .1 1 .1
foreign Language 82 82 85 1 .0 1 .0 1 .0Science . . . . . 83 90 S3 1 .0 1 .1 1 .1
The Questionnaire. The method used to obtain the 
necessary data was a letter (see Appendix) sent to the 
superintendents and principals of one hundred seventy-five 
high schools in the State of :«Lontana. This letter asked for 
a copy of the class schedule snowing the number of pupils in 
each section, the length of the class period, the number of 
periods the class met per week, the number of periods each 
teacher spent in non-instructional activities, such as study 
hall and library duties, and the estig^ted number of hours 
spent per week in extra-curricular activities. Superintend­
ents were asked to indicate whether or not extra pay for 
extra work was included in the contracts. Data on the number
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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of years of teaching experience and the salaries of teachers 
were obtained from the Form A reports which must be submitted 
by the high schools to the State Department of Education, 
Helena, Montana at the beginning of each semester of instruc­
tion.
Replies were received from eighty-seven of the one 
hundred seventy-five public high schools to which requests 
were sent. For fourteen schools, information was lacking or 
given in such a form that it could not be used. Information 
concerning fifteen schools was secured from the Form A reports, 
However, the information contained in the reports did not 
indicate extra-curricular and sponsored activities of the 
teachers necessary for this study. This gave eighty-eight 
schools, or 5 0 .3 per cent of the schools contacted, for which 
information was usable in whole or in part. The schools 
from which information was received are listed in Table II 
according to their classification.
TABLE II
DISTRIBUTION OF INFORI^ATION RECEIVED FROM 
THE QUESTIONNAIRE ACCORDING TO CLASSIFICATION
OF SCHOOLS
Class of 
School
No. of
Schools
Information
received
Per­
cent
Usable
Infor.
Per­
cent
1st Class 5 5 100 5 100
County High School 17 9 5 2 .9 7 41.2
2nd Class 63 50 79.4 48 76.2
3rd Class 90 42.2 28 31.1
Totals 175 102 58.3 88 5 0 .3
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The larger schools had a much higher percentage of 
returns than the smaller second and third class schools*
This would indicate that, although only about half of the 
schools were represented, the number of teachers covered by 
this study was relatively greater* This was found to be the 
case as Table III shows*
TABLE III
DISTRIBUTION OF TEACH: RS INCLUDED IN REPLIES 
ACCORDING TO CLASSIFICATION OF SCHOOLS
Class of 
School
No • of 
Teachers
Teachers 
in renlies
Usable
renlies
Per-
centagüe
1st Class 294 294 294 100County High Sch. 308 133 121 39*32nd Class 679 555 525 77*33rd Class 410 141 139 33*9
Totals 1691 1123 1079 63*8
The total number of teachers in the high schools 
contacted was 1691^^ this study covers 1079 teachers, or 
6>*0 per cent, of the total* Data for all the teachers of 
the first class schools and a majority of the second class 
schools were obtained* However, data on only about 34 per 
cent of teachers of county high schools were available and 
usable. So it must be kept in mind in later discussions that 
the loads of third class and county high schools may not be 
as representative of their respective groups as that of the 
first and second classes of high schools* In the tables that
^^Montana Educational Directory. State Department of 
Public Instruction, Helena, Fiontana* 1952 - 1953*
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follow throughout this thesis, the numbers of teachers in 
each group will not correspond with those in the above table, 
but are smaller in every instance. This discrepancy is due 
to the fact that not all replies were complete or could be 
used.
Definite answers could be given for all the requests 
in the letter sent to the schools except for the second to 
the last question. The copy of the class schedule, or the 
Form A, gave exact information concerning the number of class­
es, number of study hall periods, snd the subjects taught.
The administrator filled in the correct number of pupils in 
the schedule for each class. The second to the last question 
asked for an estimated average number of hours per week spent 
throughout a semester in extra-curricular activities. In 
most instances the administrator estimated the number of 
extra-curricular hours and in others the teachers made their 
own estimate of the hours. When the estimate was made by the 
administrator, he may not have known just how much time the 
teacher actually spent on activities. On the other hand, the 
teacher writing in the number of hours might have had a 
tendency to pad the figures. A large range was found in the 
time spent by different teachers in the same activity. For 
example, one teacher spent five hours a week coaching ath­
letics while another in approximately the same sise^ school 
put in fifteen hours. The stated extra-curricular load may 
not be as reliable as desired, but the method of obtaining it
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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was probably as accurate as any method that could have been 
used. The fact that the instructional lo^d was nore reliable 
than the non-lnstructionsl load was one of the reasons that 
the two were kept separate in the tables.
fefinition of Tern.s. There are four classes of public 
high schools in Montana. The divisions are based on the 
populr'tion of the school district. A first class district 
has a population of eight thousand or more, a second class 
district a population of one thousand or more and less than 
eight thousand, and a third class district under one thousand 
in population. In addition to these, there are county high 
schools which are usually located in or near the largest town 
of the county and enroll students from that town and the rest 
of the county excluding districts having their own high 
schools. Only seventeen of the fifty-six counties in the 
State of îiontana have county high schools.
The terras principal. superintendent. and administrator 
will be used snyonyraously, meaning the one in charge of the 
organization and administration of the high school. By teach­
er is meant one who is engaged primarily in the teaching of 
secondary school subjects, including the subjects normally 
taught to junior high schools.
The terms instructional load and coooerational load 
were used within the same meaning in this study as they were
^^School Lavs of the State of ^.ontana. Section 1021,
1949. p. 6c, Ô9.
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used by C h e n e y , T a y l o r , D o u g l a s s , ^5 and Koos.^^ The 
instructional load included all phases of the actual teaching 
of classes, class preparation, and the preparation end cor­
rection of papers. The cooperational or extra-curricular 
load stands for all activities that were not directly concern­
ed with class instruction. Music, athletics, drama and 
debate were not included as class instruction when not sched­
uled for some class period. They were included in the activi­
ties whenever the sponsor had a free period; if they were 
conducted outside of school hours, they were considered as a 
part of the non-instructional load. Exceptions to this were 
when the band had a period scheduled for practice each week 
or when some other activity had a period set aside for regular 
meetings. For example, debate or drama was considered an 
instructional subject if a certain period or meeting time was 
scheduled during the school hours and the group met regularly 
throughout the semester. Individual music instruction and 
counseling were considered extra-curricular because the teach­
er had not met the students regularly, but only at irregular 
intervals.
The cooperation load includes such duties as: study
^^Cheney, loc. cit.
^^Taylor, loc. cit.
^^Douglass, Organization and Administration of 
Secondary Schools, p. 115.
^^Leonard V. Koos, The American Secondary School. 
Ginn and Company, boston. 1>27. p# &S7 - 656.
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hall and library supervision, class sponsorship, taking 
charge of school publications, directing class plays, coach­
ing athletics, school adininistration, and civic responsibili­
ties within the community* Total load is the sum of the 
instructional and cooperational loads. Teaching load is 
used as a synonym for total load.
By the subject field of a teacher is meant the field 
in which an instructor has the most students. If the teacher 
is teaching in two subject fields, the subject in which he 
has the majority of the students enrolled would be his sub­
ject field of instruction. For example, if he had two class­
es in mathematics and two in science during the day, he was 
counted in the field in which the majority of his students 
were enrolled. However, if the teacher had classes in three 
or more subjects there would be no majority for any part­
icular field, unless the subjects were interrelated as the 
varying courses of science or Ciathematics or the closely 
associated subjects in the social studies.
The terms in the two Douglass formulas have been 
explained in the section describing the formulas and their 
meanings.
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Early Studies. The question of teacher load is as old
as public education* In the early days, attempts were made
to meet the problem through such si riple plans as assistant
teachers and through more complicated procedures such as the
monitorial schools. J. M* Rice^ in IÔ96 thought that the
results of teaching did not necessarily correspond to the
amount of time devoted to a branch or subject. Rice's studies
were the first attempt to study the effect of class size. He
conducted two tests, one in arithmetic with 6,000 pupils and
one in languages with 0,300 pupils and compared the results
within the groups by various sizes of classes. Although Rice
did not set up any standards or controls, his work Indicated
that there were no appreciable differences between large or
small sized classes. Rice's effort was the forerunner of
many other attempts to solve the problem of teacher load and
2size. In 1 9 0 9* 0. P. Comman conducted an inquiry regarding 
large and small sized classes and found "no significant re-
^Dr. J. M. Rice, "Economy of Time in Teaching," The
Forum. (February 1097), p. 706 - 712.
^Oliver P. Cornman, "Size of Classes and School
Progress, Psychological Clinic. (December 15, 1909)
^20-
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lationship exists between class size and pupil achievement.*'
Stevenson^ made a survey of the Chicago high schools 
in 1922 Involving large and small classes taught by the same 
teachers. That investigation showed that the smaller class 
was slightly superior to the larger cl?ss, but the difference 
was so slight that the division of the pupils into small 
classes would not be warranted. Stevenson indicated that in 
certain subject fields, large classes would introduce a handi­
cap, especially in courses where much written work was neces­
sary. There was some relationship between the class size and 
the ciethod of instruction and between class size and discipline* 
"The size of a class when considered alone is not the determin­
ing factor in instruction . . .  the total teaching load is the 
significant factor rather than the size of the class.
During the school year of 1929 - 1930, two teachers in 
the same school were each assigned the teaching of six classes 
cf English, One teacher taught to 42 students in each of 
her classes and the other taught 20 to 27 in each of her 
classes. Similar tests were given all the groups at the start 
of the semester and again at the end of the semester using 
different forms of the same test. The results showed no sig­
nificant difference between pupils instructed in large-sized
^P. H. Stevenson, "Relation of Size of Class to School 
Efficiency," University of Illinois Bulletin No. 10, Vol. 
XIX, No. 45 (July 3, 192277
^T. C. Holy, "Teaching Load and Efficiency of 
Instruction," The Ohio State University Bulletin. Vol. XXXVI 
No. 3 (September 15, 1931) P* 264 - 5*
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classes and tnose in siaall-sized classes.^ This bears out 
the earlier findings of Davis^ that "the size of class sect­
ions has no important effect on achievement or pupil’s marks." 
î udelson*̂  in his study in colleges and universities found that 
class size was a rather minor factor in the educational 
efficiency of students. In his study of attitudes of high 
school teachers toward large and small classes, he found that
the majority favored small classes. The Coimuission on the
aStudy of Teaching Load in 1925 announced that "investigations 
have shown little or no advantage for smai 1. high school class­
es." "The size of class sections has no important effect on 
achievement or pupil’s work." Irwin^ summarized all studies 
of class size available in 1932. He found "tliat the size of 
the class has llLtle, if anything to do with educational 
efficiency measured in terms of pupil achievement."
Stevenson^^ asked the superintendents of Chicago high 
schools what they considered to be an "ideal class size" and
5lbld.
^C. 0. Davis, "The Size of Classes and the Teaching 
Load in the High Schools Accredited by the North Central 
Association." The School Review. Vol. XXXI, No. 6 (June 1923) 
p. 412 — 2 9.
*̂ Earl Hudelson, "Class Size at the College Level," The 
University of Minnesota Press. Minneapolis 1928. p. 8 5 ,
^Commission on the Study of Teaching Load, School and 
Society. Vol. XXI, No. 543 (May 23, 1925) p. 61?
^Manley E. Irwin, "Educators Have not Solved the Class 
Size Puzzle," The Nation’s Schools. Vol. I, No. 6 . (December
1 9 3 2) p. 23 - 20.
lOstevenson, cit.
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their replies indicated a median of 23.6 pupils per class. 
Woody end Bergman^^ stated that the average size of a high 
school class in 1920 throughout the country was 26 students. 
In a survey in 1921 - 1922, Davis^^ found that teachers 
indicated a preference for medium to large sized classes 
while students preferred smaller classes. r.cDonald and 
Umstattd stated that teachers believe that the ideal class 
size was about 25 pupils, but that class size could be larger 
if the students were grouped homogenously.^^
The National Education Association, in 1930, reported 
the average daily attendance per teaching position in the 
schools of the nation as follows: School year of 1925 - 1926,
25.0 students per class; school year 1927 - 1926, 25.1 stu­
dents per class; school year 1929 - 1930, 25.2 students per 
class; school year 1930 - 1931, 25.5 students per class.
After the early attempts to find teacher load by 
surveying the class size and the ratio of pupils per teacher, 
various investigators began examining the number of periods
. Woody, and W. G. Bergman, "The measurement and 
Equalization of the Teaching Load in the High School." The 
North Central Association Quarterly. Vol. 1, No. 3. (December 
1926), p. 339 5 .̂
^^Davis, o£. cit.
^^Donald McDonald and James G, Umstattd, "Teaching 
Load and Assignments in Elementary and Secondary Schools." 
Review of Educational Research. Vol. XXII, No. 3. (June 1952)
p. 201 - 5.
L. C. Butsch, "The Teaching Load." Review of 
Educational Research. Vol. IV, No. 3 (June 1934) p. 297 - 301#
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a teacher conducted classes during a week. Most high schools
are departmentalized and conduct classes in 5 to 9 periods a
day. The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary
Schools^^ for years has ruled that it will not accredit any
secondary school which demands of any teacher mere than six
class recitations per day and strongly reconznends that no
teacher be required to teach more than five classes, such
class periods not to exceed forty minutes in the clear, thus
disapproving of any nlan that exacts from teachers more than
thirty periods of school work of all type g per week
Davis found in his survey of 1100 teachers in 1921 -
1922 that a teacher's working day showed an average of five
recitations per day or a weekly work period of 25 recitations.^^
Purckett, in 1932, found the median length of a high school
1Ôday was five periods. The measurement of teaching loid in 
class periods per day or per week was not satisfactory as it 
did not give all the facts about the teaching load by not 
allowing credit for out-of-school hours for oarer correcting 
and class preparation. Another common method of finding 
teacher loed was to multiply the average number of puoils by
15»»The Teaching Load in a University.” School and 
Society. Vol. XXX, No. W 9  (May 10, 1924) p. 55S"-
^^Ibid.
^7pavis, 02* 2 Ü *
^^Roswell C. Purchett, "The Length of the High School 
Day." The American School Board Journal. Vol. 84, ho. 5. 
(May 19321 p. 52.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
- 25-
the average number of periods a day, thus finding pupil hours 
per week, but this w,ethcd also failed to consider the diffi­
culty of the subjects and the class preparation end correction 
of panera incidental to the teaching of e-ch subject.
A study by Koos^^ based on the f ive and one-half day 
week was made of the teaching load of 236 Minnesota high 
school teachers showing that the total teaching day averaged 
8.2 hours including 1.8 hours spent on non-teaching activi­
ties. Koos found that the average load for wo;;:en of 44.52 
hours per week was gre-?ter than that of 43.92 hours for the 
men. Also the instructional lead of the women (3c hours) was 
greater than that of the h.en (32.4 hours), the difference be­
ing in the non-instructional load of the r.en (11.23 hours) as 
compered with that of women (7.95 hours). The average of the 
two p rts of the load was found to be 34 hours for instruct­
ional and 9.^5 hours for non-instructional duties. The study 
showed that those having a heavy teacher load had a lighter 
extra-curricular load.
Another early study of the teaching load was made by 
20Johnson, his aim was ^to help find, from the judgment of 
teachers, some median or fair estimate of the common practice 
of assigning work to teachers." This study did not attenpt
^^William W. Taylor, "Teaching Load in the Secondary 
Schools of iontana in 1933 - 34." (unpublished Master’s 
Thesis of the University of Minnesota, 1935). p. 10.
W. Johnson, "The Teacher’s Load." The American 
School Board Journal. Vol. LXIII (November 192lT̂ l3. 36 - 39 
and (uecember 1921) p. 43 - 45*
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to solve any problem or set up a new standard of measurement,
but tried to present the teacherJs load.
21 "Greenan asked the teachers of the high schools of
East Orange, New Jersey to fill out a questionnaire on the 
minimum, average, and maximum time they spent on various 
activities. He found that the teachers devoted an average of 
forty-four and one-fourth hours a week to school work, 70.6 
per cent of the time was taken up with teaching duties. Add­
itional clerical help was recommended for the teachers.
C o w i n g , i n  an attempt to show in detail the high 
school teacher*s work week, obtained 133 returns from teachers 
in a wide distribution of schools. The conclusion was given 
that the teacher's load had increased because of greater 
demands for supervision of extra-curricular activities, of 
more community work requiring special supervision, and the 
need for longer more comprehensive and accurate reports by 
administrators. The increased load resulted in the neglect 
of some of the important teaching duties, especially that of 
adequate class preparation.
One of the most extensive of the early studies was 
made by Davis, who surveyed 1100 teachers of one hundred 
high schools of the North Central Association.^^ The study
^^John T. Greenan, "The Teacher's School Week." 
School Review. Vol. XII (October 1922) p. 592.
^^Helen H. Cowing, "A Teacher's Time." School 
Review. Vol. XXXI (Îlay 1923) p. 351.
^^Davis, 0£. c i t .
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was divided into three parts* Two dealt with the most ef­
ficient size of the recitation class; the third dealt with 
the teaching load. He found that there was no connection 
between the size of the class and the efficiency of instruct­
ion, but the large classes were more fatiguing to the teacher. 
The most important determinants of the teaching load were: 
personality of the class, number of different preparations, 
number of classes taught, amount of clerical work, extra­
curricular and extra-classroom duties, and social and civic 
demands. Davis recommended that the teaching load be adjusted 
on as scientific a basis as possible, but always with refer­
ence to the ability of the individual to carry the load.
The effect of different subjects and combinations of 
subjects on the teacher load was studied by Woody and 
Bergman. Their data were obtained from a questionnaire sent 
out by Davis. The time spent in preparation for each subject 
and combinations of subjects varied greatly. The ranking of 
the subjects in order of the decreasing amount of time re­
quired were: English, science (including mathematics), social
studies, mechanical drawing, music, and physical education.
He recommended an equitable distribution of the load and the 
weighting of the difficulty of the various subjects. For 
example, 4.4 classes of science were found to be equivalent 
to 6.9 classes of physical education. The amount of time 
required in teaching three different subjects was considerably
^\foody and Ber^iran, o£. cit.
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more than that required of a teacher having one or two sub­
jects.
Almack and Bursch suggested a scheme of weights to be 
assigned to the different subjects when studying the teacher 
load.^^ The plan was to take one subject, such as English, as 
a standard and give that the weight of 1. All other activi­
ties were then weighted in comparison to this standard* The 
results of one rating of subjects by teachers were a s  follows: 
English, 1; history, 1; mathematics, 1; science, 1.1; lang­
uages, 1.3; art, .9; manual arts, .81; and physical education, 
.83. This study was based on the relative difficulty of the 
various subjects rather than on the amount of time needed in 
their presentation.
Douglass found that neither the number of pupils nor 
the nuTiiber of classes was an adequate measure of the teaching 
load He proposed a formula wiiich included the number of 
pupils, the number of classes, and the duplicate preparations. 
However, this formula could neither be derived or mathemati­
cally justified, so a later revision of the formula was made 
which included in addition the difficulty of the subject, the27
^^John C. Almack and James F. Bursch, The Administr­
ation of Consolidated and Village Schools. Houghton ^iifflin 
Company, Boston, 1927. p. 88 - 90.
^%arl R. Douglass, "Measuring the Teaching Load in 
the High School.” The Nption*s Schools. Vol. II, No. 4. 
(October 1928) p. 22 - 26.
^^Harl R. Douglass, Organization and Administration 
of Secondary Schools. Ginn and Company, Boston, 1932. p.
ÎÏ4 - 121.
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length of the class period, and cooperations. This foruula
was used in this study for comparison purposes with early
studies of the teaching load in ^lontana high schools#
Pupil-clock-hours was used as the unit of measurement
in an investigation of the loads of teachers in the largest
2Ôcities of Ohio. The median for men was found to be 544
pupil-clock-hours and for the women 506 pupil-ciock-hours.
The usual number of classes taught was twenty-five per week,
so the differences in the loads were largely due to the
number of pupils. ”Tha teaching load presented in pupil-
clock-hours does not tell the whole story concerning the
teacher's educational activities, but it is the most definite
means of objectively measuring what teachers do.”^^
Anderson investigated the teaching load of 60 begin- 
30ning teachers# he found that the beginner was given the 
subjects which were left after the other teachers had been 
assigned their work. The typical beginning teacher "taught 
in three fields of learning, one outelde of his major and 
minor fields, and had charge of the study hall one period 
daily besides being assigned one outside activity.” Anderson
^^Joseph A# Baer, "Teaching Loads in Junior and Senior 
High Schools in the Largest Ohio Cities." Educational Re­
search Bulletin. Ohio State University, Vol. VI, No, 4 
(February lo, 1927) p. 73 - 75.
^^Joseph A. Baer, "Teaching Loads in High School.”
The School Review. (June 1927) p. 407 - 09.
3%arl W. Anderson, "The Teaching-Load of the Begin­
ner in High School." Educational Research Bulletin. Vol. VII, 
Ho. 13. (October 3, 1923) p. 2^0 - 1 and 791 - 2.
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felt that the beginning teacher had too heavy a load.
Reichard studied the load of 135 Minneafolis high 
school teachers.He had the teachers record the actual 
time, by the clock, spent on each phase of the teaching load, 
such as preparation, recitation, correction of papers, and 
cooperations. He found that the working day of the teacher 
was approximately the same as the standard working day in 
business. Men teachers work about a half hour longer due to 
more non-instructional activities. The inequality of the 
length of the day of different teachers was due to poor adjust­
ment of cooperational loads and the difference between the 
subjects taught.
Walker and Laslett found the average time per day 
spent by each teacher was Ô hours and 40 minutes plus one 
hour and forty minutes for extra-curricular activities and 
one hour and eight minutes for community work.^^
Tritt and Keyes contacted the faculty of Belmont high 
school of Los Angeles and obtained a list of subjects rated 
by their difficulty.The teachers were asked to rate the 
difficulty of the subjects using 10 as the average. These 
ratings then were arranged according to the frequency of the
^^Taylor, o£. cit. p. 17.
^^Mary Walker and H. R. Laslett, "Time Expenditure by 
High School Teachers." School and Societv. Vol. XXIX, No. 
735, IJanuary 26, 1929) p. 131 - 2.
W. Tritt and li. M, Keyes, "Estimating Teacher's 
Loads by Means of Subject Coefficients." The Nation's 
Schools. Vol. V, No. 4 (April 1930) p. 6l - 65.
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cases. The study showed that the average classes of standard 
high school subjects ranked in difficulty as fellows : English,
12,1; sciences, 11.2; foreign languages, 11.1; niathemptics,
10.8; social studies end music, 10,5; coRimerciel, art
and home economics, 9; mechanical arts, 8,7; girls physical 
education, 7.2; ' nd boys physical education, 7, These differ 
slightly from those that were eventually used by Douglass.
Crofoot measured the teacher load in total teacher 
hours and total pupil hour s . T h e  average high school teacher 
worked forty-eight and one-half hours a week or four and one- 
half hours more than the avera.ge laymen. Clerical assistance 
was recomn,ended to relieve and equalize the loads of teachers 
of English, mathemr-itics, history and coromercial subjects.
One hundred four high schools of the North Central 
Association reported a median of 6 hours and 57 minutes for 
the length of a school day*^^ The median number of periods of 
45 minutes was five with one free period.
Quanbeck, in his study of the load in ÏMinnesota 
secondary schools, applied the Douglass formula to the loads 
of 1 ,2 6 5 teachers in 129 schools.He made comparisons of
^̂ î ientha Crofoot, Amount of Time spent in School Work 
in Terms of Teacher Hours and Pupil Hours." Educational 
Administration and Supervision. Vol. XVII, No. 6 (September 
1 9 3 1) p. 446 - 52,
^^Purckett, 0£i. cit. p. 52.
^^Results of hartin Quanbeck*s study m^de of teacher 
load in Minnesota high schools in 1931 - 1932 was used by 
Taylor to compare the loads of Montana and of Minnesota.
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the loads in the three classes of schools; loads of the men 
and the women, according to years of teaching experience; 
loads in the subject fields; loads of the adminlstr-'tors; and 
of the instructional and cooperational loads. Some of his 
results were used in this study for comparison purposes along 
with the results from other investigations.
Gaupe studied the load of 7o5 teachers in 6? schools 
of lowa.̂ *̂  Fifty per cent of the superintendents who teach 
in the mediuif- (200 to 500 students) sized high school had a 
load of 7*3 classes per week, or by the Douglass formula,
7.61 units. The superintendent of the small (less tlian 200 
students) school had 13.3 classes a week or 15.62 units. The 
average teacher in the largo (500 or more students) high 
schools taught 23.4 periods a week or 28.1 units. Saupe 
found that the teaching loads of teachers decreased slightly 
with the increase in years of experience, or that teachers of 
lesser experience actually carry greater loads than do their 
more experienced colleagues. The teachers in the small high 
schools taught an average of 4.2 periods more a week than the 
teachers of the larger schools, Tencl.ers of mathematics and 
foreign languages were usually assigned five periods a day. 
Teachers in small high schools had about twice as many subject 
preparations daily as the tenchers of the larger schools.
^^Ethel !'l. Saupe, and Harl R. Douglass, "The Profes­sional Load of Teachers î  ̂Lhe Secondary Schools of Iowa." School review. Vol. ÎLIIl, *̂ o. 6 (June 1935) p. 428 - 33,
3%xpressed in units of the 1932 Douglass Formula.
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Later rtudies» Lar.bert^^in a study of 123 ter chers in 
Utah found that the senior high school teachers conducted an 
average of 3C.5 classes a v.’eek v/Mle the junior hi^h teachers 
had 33*7 periods* The extra-cldss duties v?ried from .05 
hours a day fcr club supervision to 1 .6 2 hours for the prep­
aration of the next day’s v/orh. The average woman teacher in 
a Utah consolida ted district spent 5.11 hours teaching classes 
and about 4 hours in preparation, clubs, interviev;ing, and the 
like —  making a total of a little more then 9 hours a day.
The men teachers spent 4.tJ hours teaching classes and 4*25 
hours for extra-class rctivitics, thus totaling more than 9 
hours a day. The weekly totals were 45 hours for vromen and 
more than 45 hours for the men. The load was considerably 
more than the average working day or week of other professions*
Quanbeck and Douglass made a study of 1,265 teachers 
and principals in 129 Minnesota high schools in 1935*^^ They 
found the weekly teaching load of instructors in the schools 
classified as to the size cf enrolli.ent.
Class of No. of Instructional Cooperational
Schools. Students Kean Median Kean Median
A 30 - 74 32.2 32.1 4.3 4.8
B 74 - 200 30.1 30.5 3.7 3.0C 200 or more 2d.7 28.9 2.5 2.0All 29.6 29.6 3.2 2.5
39a , C. Lambert, "now hong is the Teacher’s Day?" The 
Nation’s Schools. Vol. Xlil, No. 2 (Tebru^ry 1934) P* 3^ • 40,
^^Martin Quanbeck and Harl m. Douglass, "Teaching 
Loads in High School." Tf.e Nation’s Schools. Vol XV, ho. 2 
(February 1935) P* 37 - 39*
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
•34-
In the subject fields, English had a high mean of 3.43 
cooperational load units and commercial subjects was low with 
1 .4 8 units. The median of 3*14 units for industrial arts was 
high, while .9 6 units for commercial subjects was low. In 
the study of the average teaching load of teachers in various 
subjects, the mean was the highest for science and the lowest 
for music. The men carried a slightly heavier average loads 
than the women ( .4 6  units or 1.3 per cent) due to the heavier 
cooperational load assigned to the men. The cooperational 
load was .7 units, or 23 per cent, greater for the men than 
for the women. Teachers of schools not within the North 
Central Association carried approximately 2 units, or 7 per 
cent, greater load.
In the comparison of the teaching loads of Class C 
schools accredited by the North Central Association and those 
not accredited it was found that the mean of the accredited 
Class C schools was 28.28 units as compared with 30.29 units 
and the median was 2 8 .4 8 units as compared with 30.59 units 
for the non-accredited schools.
A further study of the difference between the teaching 
load of beginning teachers and those with five or more years 
of experience showed 31.69 units for the beginners as compared 
with 2 8 .8 7 units for the teachers with five or more years of 
years of experience.The median showed 31*50 units for the
^^In 1932 Douglass units.
Quanbeck and Douglass, op. clt,
43lbid.
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beglnnera as compared to 28.99 units for the experienced 
teachers. These differences, although quite small seem to 
be consistent.
Stuart Dean^^surveyed the "Teacher's Working Day" in 
the Newton, Massachusetts schools and found the median was 
500 minutes for junior high school teachers and 522 minutes 
for senior high school teachers. The junior high teachers 
spent 8 hours 20 minutes at work daily; and, of this, 7 hours 
and 31 minutes were within the school building. The senior 
high school teacher spent 8 hours and 42 minutes at work 
daily; and, of this, 7 hours aJiJ 31 nAnutes were within the 
building. The actual time of teaching was four hours and 
eight minutes or 49*6 p&i' cent of the total time for junior 
high school teachers and three hours and forty eight minutes 
or 43*7 per cent of the teaching time for the senior high 
schools. Routine duties took up about 17 and 18 per cent 
respectively of the daily teaching load.
By 1936, educators from coast to coast began complain­
ing about the load and working hours of teachers. It was a 
timely movement as the depression years had caused a shrink­
age in school money and trustees hard pressed for money had 
curtailed expenses by hiring a minimum number of teachers and 
by piling more work on those few remaining teachers, thus 
increasing the pupils per teacher ratio each year, A re-
^^Stuart Dean, "The Teacher's Working Day." The 
Nation's Schools. Vol. XVII, No. 4, (April 1936} p. 41*
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flection of this freling can be found in a report by ^The
Chicago Tribune
Thanks to the pressure brought to bear by the colleges, 
the teaching force in the Chicago public high schools 
has been increased. The ’North Central Association of 
Colleges and Secondary Schools” requires that accredit­
ed high schools must not have more than thirty pupils 
for each teacher. This standard has now been met, 
according to an announcement by Superintendent Johnson. 
Seventy-five additional high school instructors have 
been engaged for the coming term.
By 193^f the teacher load problem was carried to the
Department of Classroom Teachers^^where the national complaint
was placed in the record.
There is no other evil, perhaps, quite so destructive 
to teacher morale as excessive pupil load. The teach­
er’s job is one in which personal relationships with 
the pupils is important, yet these cannot be maintain­
ed when teaching schedules are full and classes are 
overcrowded. There is a limit to the amount of effec­
tive classroom work which a teacher of average ability 
can do, when more is expected, either the quality of 
the work or the health of the teacher is imperiled.
In all discussions as to educating the gifted child, 
emphasis is laid on the necessity for small classes 
in which pupils are able to consult the teacher 
frequently about their projects and accomplishments.
If gifted children need this stimulus, how much more 
necessary is it for the average child !
In a study made at Liberty Junior and Senior high 
school, Liberty, Kissouri,^^ the daily average of a teacher’s 
day was found to be 10 hours and 39 minutes, which included
^^Quotations, "The Chicago Tribune”. School and 
Societv. Vol. 44, No. 1136 {October 3, 1936) p. 436
46rtjpit to Teach." Ninth Yearbook. Department of Class­
room Teachers, National Education Association, 1938 p. 136 - 
142.
R. Brock, "The Teacher’s Time Clock." The American 
School Board Journal, Vol. 98, No. 5 (î̂ ay 1939) p. 51
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an average of two hours and thirty minutes a day soent on 
school work after leaving the building. This was consider­
ably more than the f orty hour week recommended by the labor 
unions.
The all-out war effort of the early forties reduced 
the efforts of investigators in the problem of the tencher 
load; however, various investigations did take place, though 
not on a national scale as before. Many experienced teachers 
and administrators were colled into war service and the ques­
tion of teacher load and class size again became important 
issues. Thomas L. Nelson^^ in "An Analysis of the Teacher 
Load Problem" in 1945 stated: "That the ratio of pupils per 
certified teacher should average 25 to 1 or less; that short 
class-period schools should not assign more than six or seven 
periods a day, with not more than five recitations a day and 
no more than two or three preparations a day." The assign­
ments should be made according to the number of papers to be 
corrected, preparation necessary and type of class. The 
teachers of one department should not be handling more 
students than another department; and the number of subjects 
students are permitted to take should be limited to four 
solids plus physical education.
^^Thomas L. Kelson, "An Analysis of the Teacher Load 
Problem." California Journal of Secondary Education. Vol. 
20, No. 5 (May 1945) p. 2dl - 5.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
**3
Kenneth J. Crim^^ using the Douglass foriaula^O invest­
igated the teacher load of Chio high school teachers in 194Ô. 
The median of the instructional load was 27*1 units for men 
and 28.4 units for women with an over-all median of 28.0 units. 
This indicated thrt women have 1.3 units greater instructional 
load than men. The man with the median load of 27*1 units 
taught 38 periods of industriel arts where nineteen were 
duplicate sections. The woman with the median load of 23.A 
units taught 20 periods of English and had six periods of 
physical educ&tion. Thirty-two per cent of the men and 40.9 
per cent of the women had 30 or more units of instructional 
load.
The median of extra class duties for men and women was 
7.7 units for the men and 5.5 units for the women, with an 
over-all median of 6.4 units. Seventeen and five-tenths per 
cent of the men and four and taree-tenths per cent of the 
women had twelve or more units of extra class load and 36.9 
per cent of the men and 55*9 per cent of the women had fewer 
than six units of extra work. This indicated that men had 
heavier extra-class loads than women. The man with the median 
load of 7.7 units had ten periods of study hall, forty-eight 
hours of teachers* meetings, twenty two hours basketball games 
and twenty hours as club sponsor and ttie woman with the median
^ K̂en?.eth J. Grim, "Teaching-Loads of Ohio high School 
Teachers.” Educational Research Bulletin. Vol. 28, No. 6 
(September 14, 1949) P* 141 • 8.
1932 version of Douglass formula.
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load of 5*5 units had ten periods of supervision of cafeteria 
and eighteen houi's in teacher oieetings.
' hen the total teacher loads of tijo c.en and women high 
school teachers in seven Ohio counties^^were ccmprred, the 
median for the men v̂ as 34*9 units, for the women 34.3 units, 
and for all teachers 3Ô.6 units. The inan with the median load 
of 34.V units had fourteen periods of science, eight periods 
of physicaleducation, five perlons of social studies, and 
five periods of reading, his extra-class duties consisted of 
five periods of study hall, and thirty-six hours per year 
coaching. The woman v̂ ith 34.3 units tiad seventeen periods of 
science, ten periods of mathematics and two periods of physical 
education each week. Her extra-class duties were ten periods 
of study hall, sixty nine hours of timing athletic events, 
twenty four hours in assisting dramatics, fifteen houi's attend­
ing teachers* meetings, and four hours selling tickets. The 
medians show only three tenths of a unit difference with the 
loads of the men being slightly heavier. Grim recormriended̂  ̂
that the teaching load be reduced to less than 30 units;^^that 
administrators make an effort to reduce the range of teaching 
loads within a school by considering both very heavy and very 
light loads ; and that they iJiake more equitable teaching load
^̂ Crirn, oo. cit.
52lbid.
53xhe median of 2ê Douglass units was recommended by 
C, W. Odell, "Teaching Load in Illinois High Schools." 
Bulletin of the National Association of Secondarv-School 
Principals. Vol. iJüLIil (January lb/4vT"p. VI - 4.
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assignments for special and academic teachers*
In response to requests from individuals and organ­
izations concerning the teaching load, the National Education 
Association Research Divisicn^^ undertook a survey of public 
opinion and an aporaisal of the teaching conditions among the 
secondary schools of the nation. Questionnaires were sent to 
a number of high schools throughout the nation and replies 
were received from 3,70? teachers, who, in general, were 
experienced* The median number of pupils taught daily in 
secondary schools was 15Ô.7 students per te-̂ cher. The median 
load in periods was 30.8 periods a w e e k . 55 About 14*5 ner 
cent of the teachers taught 35 or more oeriodc a week while 
only about 7.2 per cent of the teachers taught fewer than 
25 periods a week.
Among factors for out-of-class activities were the 
keeping of records, making rerorts, doing clerical work, scor­
ing tests, and grading oapers. This average time amounted to 
5*4 hours per week. A median of 10.3 hours weekly was spent 
by high school teachers in all types of out-of-class 
activities*
In response to a question regarding ooinion as to the 
weight of a teacher’s load,5^ teachers of junior high schools 
enrolling 500 to 1,000 students and teachers of senior high
54*f'j»he Teacher Looks at Taacher Load.” National Sducat» 
ion Association Research Bulletin. Vol. XVII, No* 5 
(November 1939)
55lbid.. p* 230.
56xbid*, p. 232
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schools enrolling 1,500 to 2,000 students indicated that they 
had heavy and extreaie leads* Some of the factors causing 
extreme loads were: number of pupil contacts per day, class 
size, crowded rooms, tyres of puoils assigned, shortages of 
equipment and supplies, difficulty in a mooting a "no-failure^ 
policy, the load of correcting papers, making up tests, and 
the size of physical education classes.
Recommendations^'^made were : smaller daily pupil-teach- 
er ratios, reduction of extra-curricular activities, reduct­
ion of the aggregate load, reduction of curricular exoeriments 
which involve too much of a teacher's time, ecualizition of 
teaching loads, use of non-teaching personnel for out-of-class 
activities, assignment of clerical help, and the reduction of 
the number of committee and faculty meetings, and education 
of the public to the real facts concerning teaching loads.
A qusstionnaire survey of rural and urban teachers of 
the nation was made in 1949 by the National Education 
Association Research Division.The resulting 2,200 replies 
were used in finding the teaching load. Two ner cent of the 
teachers who replied said that their load was light; forty- 
seven per cent stated that their loads were reasonable; forty- 
one per cent said that their loads were heavy; and ten per 
cent stated that they had extremely heavy loads. Very little
57lbid. p. 257.
^^"Teaching Load in 1950," National Education Assoc­
iation Research Bulletin. Vol. yXIX, No. 1 (February 1951)
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difference was found between the loads of men and women teach­
ers, the men reporting a slightly heavier average. The aver­
age number of periods taught per week was 29 periods of class 
teaching where there were 40 or more periods a week in the 
system and for systems that listed less than 30 periods there 
was an average of 24 periods weekly. Thirty-two per cent of 
the secondary teachers reported thet they had no free periods 
during the week. The number of free periods for teachers tend­
ed to vary with the number of periods in the total school pro­
gram, Secondary teachers spent on an average of 4Ô hours per 
ŵ eek in various activities. Forty-eight per cent of this 
time was actually sosnt in class instruction (23 hours, 4 
minutes),* twenty-five per cent devoted to miscellaneous duties 
(11 hours, 55 minutes); and twenty-seven per cent spent 12 
hours and 59 minutes in out-of-class instructional duties.
The per cent of teachers with 55 or more hours of load was
somewhat higher for the men than for women,
59Recommendations^made in the study were: to improve 
the administrative management; to limit class size to 25 
students; to lighten teacher load by use of clerical help, 
monitorial assistants, and special personnel for libraries 
and study halls; to improve school schedules by reducing extra* 
curricular activities and by limiting the curriculum; to 
assign teachers in their field of preparation; and to furnish 
adequate supplies, equipment, and textbooks. Of these
^^Ibid. p. 2d,
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recommendationsy the essential one was that administrators and 
principals evaluate their teacher load problem for themselves 
and then equalize the load within their schools.
A table of tentative values or norms for subject fields 
and various sized schools was set up in 1953 by Douglass^® 
from a survey of the high schools of Arizona. The following 
list of tentative norms was suggested.
Tentative Norms of Teaching Load by Size of School.
Size of School No. of Teachers Median
Small 10 - 20 26.3 28.6 31.2
Medium 22 • 35 26.2 29.8 34.6
Large 40 - 120 27.3 29.3 31.8
All sizes IG - 120 26.6 29.2 32.6
Tentative Norms of Teacher Load by Subject Fields
Subject Qi Median Qj
Engli sh . . . . . . . . # 26,7 30.3 39.6
Social Studies . . . . 2 5 .6 29.9 34.1
Mathematics . . . . . . 23.7 23.7 36.2
Commercial ......... 23.9 27.8 31.9
Science . . . . . . . . * 23.5 29.9 34.6
Home Economics . . . . 26.4 29.3 32.5Industrial Arts . . . . # 25.7 28.1 31.0
Vocational Agriculture 30.8 33.6 36.6
Physical Education . • # 26.2 29.8 35.8
Music ............... 24.2 27.5 27.8
Art . . . . . . . . . . # 23.5 28.6 3 2 .6
Foreign Languages . . . * 26.4 27.4 28.1
In a sampling of 41 Nebraska high schools in 1950 61
^®Harl R. Douglass, **Tentative Norms for High School 
Teaching Loads.” The Bulletin of the National Association of 
Secondarv-School Principals. Vol. 37, No. 198 (December 19537 
p. 12 - 15#
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the Douglass formula,̂  ̂without the difficulty coefficient was 
used in checking the teacher load. The median of the total 
load was 31.4 units of which 21.6 units was the median of the 
instructional load and 9.9 units was the median of the co- 
operational load. The loads of men and women teachers showed 
that the women had the heavest instructional load in the 
medium and large high schools of Nebraska.Men teachers 
had a heavier coopérâtional load than the women teachers. In 
the analysis of the research data it was found that Nebraska 
teachers had a lighter load (31.4 units) than the Ohio teach­
ers (34.6 units) and heavier loads than the Illinois teachers 
(29.0 units).
No teachers in the small and medium sized schools^^ 
had more than 150 students in their regular classes (exclud­
ing study halls and activities) each day. About ten per cent 
of the teachers in the larger schools had an excess of 150 
students in their regular classes. Forty per cent of the 
teachers in the study had one free period per day. In some 
school systems, especially the medium sized high school, pre­
ference was shown in providing free periods to coaches who
Henry Knapp, "Teacher Load in a Sample of Nebraska 
High Schools." (unpublished research project of University 
of Nebraska Teachers College, May 1950}.
^^In 1932 version of Douglass Formula.
Knapp, op. cit. p. 8.
^^Knapp, op. cit. p. 14.
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had rather heavy after school loads, f̂ ebraska school teachers 
averaged about seventeen hours per week in extra-class activi­
ties, both within and without school hours.
Fontana Studies. In 1935, William W, Taylor^^ rnade a 
study of the teaching load of Fontana high schools for the 
school year 1933 - 1934. The Douglass formula, new then, was 
used to compute the teacher load. Questionnaires were sent 
to the high schools of Fontana and replies were received from 
91 of the 213 high schools. The Montana teaching load for 
all schools showed a mean of 27.71 Douglass units^^ and a 
median of 27.9^ units. The third class schools had the least 
load with a median of 26.89 units and a mean of 26.72 units 
in the total teaching load. The loads of Fontana teachers 
were between those of Minnesota and Iowa for the school year 
of 1933 - 1934, except for the small schools, where Montana 
had the lowest loads. The average cooperational load for all 
Montana schools was 4.51 units; the median in all classes of 
schools was below the mean.
The mean of the total load was 32.12 units and the 
median was 31.93 units. The teachers in the first class 
schools had the lightest total load of 29.81 units; the third 
class schools were second with 32.95 units; county high schools 
were next with 33.04 units; and the second class schools were 
last with a load of 33.71 units. The load in Montana’s large
^^Taylor, on, cit.
units of the 1932 version of the Douglass formula.
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high schools v;as 1.C7 units, or 3*7 per cent greater than 
Ilinneseta’s C schools.
The science teachers had the heavest load and the 
physical education teachers had the lightest load. The teach­
ers of physical education and industrial arts had the greatest 
cooperational loads vfhich were due to the coaching duties of 
the first and the lorge amount of work not handled during 
class periods by the latter.
The instructional load for women was 27*03 units and 
for men 27.21 units,difference of .67 units or about 2.5 
per cent. In the cooperational load the men had a load of 
5.40 units and the women teachers had 3.86 units. The load 
for the men teachers were 1.54 units or 39*9 per cent greater 
than the load for the women. The total teaching load of the 
men teachers was 32.65 units as compared to 31*59 units for 
the women, a difference of 1.06 units, or 3*6 per cent, great­
er load for the men teachers.
The mean of the teaching load of beginning teachers 
was 33*76 units which was 2,01 units, or 6.3 per cent, greater 
than the load of the experienced teachers who had 31*75 units* 
When measured by the median, the difference was 2.83 units or 
9*1 per cent greater for the beginning teacher. The exper­
ienced teacher had .38 units, or 1.4 per cent, greater in­
structional load than the beginner, but the beginning teacher 
had 1.90 units, or 42.1 per cent, greater cooperational load.
^^Taylor, 0£. cit.. p. 71*
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Within a few years of Taylor’s study, another study of 
fiontana high school teaching load was made by Truman I'. Cheney.^ 
This study was independent of the study of 1933 -  34 school 
year and was for the school year of 1934 -  3 5• Cheney’s 
study was based on the replies of 16S teachers of iMontana high 
schools and was computed by the Douglass formula. His find­
ings, as well as the findings of Taylor, were used for com­
parison purposes in this study.
An examination of the summaries of these studies from 
the first to the present would show the increased number of 
factors considered in the measurement of the teaching load.
The first studies investigated the load in terms of class 
size and later included the number of pupils per teacher.
The latest studies included, beside the class period, the 
number of duplicate classes, the difference in subject fields, 
study hall supervision, and the extra-curricular activities.
Such factors as class personality, teacher ability, type of 
class, and maturation of the pupils have not been calculated 
and will probably not be measured until better measuring 
devices can be brought into use.
Truman M, Cheney, "The High School Teacher’s load in 
Montana," (unpublished Masters Thesis, Montana State 
University, 1936).
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CHAPTER III
Tts IffiASarÆIGNT or TilE TEACHING LOAD
Comparing Methods of Measurement. In the summaries of 
the earlier studies four units were most commonly used for 
measuring, namely, the number of class periods, the number of 
pupils, the number of clock hours and the units computed from 
the Douglass formula. If these units had all measured the 
same thing it would have seemed natural for the administrator 
to have used the one easiest to apply.
In the actual amount of time spent, the number of 
clock hours was the best unit of measuremient. This was the 
only method of the four that could be used in making comp­
arisons with workers in other occupations. It was not within 
the scope of this study to compare the teacher's load with 
that of other occupational workers, but to compare the loads 
only within the secondary school field* The use of clock 
hours as a nieans of adjusting the teaching load within the 
profession was inconvenient to use and was unreliable in that
the time spent by each teacher could not be determined. Such
time spent was in some degree dependent upon the conscientious­
ness of the teacher and the time at his disposal.
The number of pupils or the number of class periods
per day or per week was not an adequate measure because of
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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the omission of other factors inflasncing the load. For 
exauple, teachers of physical education had as a rule the 
largest classes, but spent the least amount of time in act­
ivities connected with instruction. If the load had been 
measured by the number of pupils, the physical education 
teacher would have had the greatest load; but measured by 
class time of instruction he would have had the smallest 
load.
Also, the number of class periods was an Inadequate 
measure. Two teachers may have had the same number of class­
es in the same subject, but one may have had many more pupils. 
To illustrate, in the Billings Senior High School, one teacher 
of English had 25 classes and 755 pupils per week while 
another English teacher had 25 classes, but 415 pupils per 
week, VHien measured by class periods, they had the same load, 
but measured by pupil load, the first teacher had almost 
twice as much as the second. The differences were even great­
er when comparisons were made in different subject fields.
In the same school, teacher A had 340 pupils, 25 classes, and 
a Douglass formula load of 23̂ .61 units; teacher B had 415 
students, 20 classes, and 29.61 units. The pupil load of 
teacher B was one-fifth greater than A*s, but by class periods 
A’s was one and one-fourth greater than B’s. The Douglass 
formula units show the two loads to be alike.
The fact that the pupil load and the class periods do 
not measure the same thing can clearly be shown by the correl­
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
ation of the two 9S shovm in Figures 1, 2, 3» and 4 of the 
four classes of îlontana high schools. By using the Pearson- 
Products riOYer.:ents L:ethod (Hull*s arrange.ient)̂  it was found 
that the coefficient of correlation between the number of 
pupils and the number of class periods per week was .52 for 
first class schools; .23 for second class schools; .39-3 for 
third class schools; and .5̂  for county high schools. There 
was a low correlation between the loads for the total schools 
of *41. Even if a high correlation had been found, these two 
measures would still h?ve been unsatisfactory because they 
did not take into consideration such influences on the load 
as differences in subject fields, duplication of classes, 
length of the class period, study hall supervision, and time 
spent on extra-curricular activities.
The Dourlass Formula. The use of the fouglass formula 
to measure the teaching load was explained in detail in the 
references* The application of the formula showed results in 
"teaching load units (TL)." A teaching load unit was "the 
approximate equivalent to teaching an average class of 25 
pupils of the 10th grade for one class period of 50 minutes."^ 
It must be kept in mind that a load unit was not a measurement 
of time, of number of pupils, nor of classes, but it was a
^ . C. Ross, Measurement in Today*s Schools, second 
edition, Prentice-Hall Inc., NewTYork, 1950. p. 239 - 241.
^Harl R. Douglass, "The 1950 Revision of the Douglass 
High School Teaching Load Formula." The Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondarv-School Princloals. Vol. 3 5, 
(iiay 195171
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-51-
o
g
u
1300
1250
1200
1150
1100
1050
1000
950
900
850
800
750
700
650
600
10
550
500
450
400
350
10
300
250
200
150
100
20 22 23 24 25 26 3010
Class Periods
SD of pupil load r 214.03 
SD of Claes periods = 5.25
r
PS,
.524
,0294
FIGURE 1
Relaticaa between the Teaching Load as computed 
by the number of Class Periods and number of Pupils per 
week. F irs t Class Schools.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-52-
1350
1300
12501200
1150
1100
1050
1000
950
900
850Q>
800
750700
650
600
1 17
10
1 19
2 22 
1 27 
3 121 14 10
300
250
200
150
100
10
10 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 35 40
Class Periods 
SD of pupil load % 195.89
SD of Class periods s 6.44
FIGURE 2
r
PE,
« .227 
= .0015
Relation between the Teaching Load as computed by 
the Number of Class Periods and Number of Pupils per 
week. Second Class Schools.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-;v
850
800
750700
650
§ 60C
u
K 
43
550 
500 
450 400 
350
%
! 300 250 
I 200
I  150 
100
10 12 13 14 15 16 13 20 22 23 25 26 27 28 29 30 32 34 35 37
Class Periods 
SD of pupil load *  142.19 r
SD of Class periods a 6.45 PSy
FIOUEE 3
s .3981
• — .0496
Relation between the Teaching Load as conç»uted by 
the Hucber of Class Periods and Number of Pupils per week. 
Third Class Schools.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
•54“
1050
1000
950
900
850
800 
750 
700 
g 650 
u 600
A
*2 550
d  500
§* 450 
^ 400 
350
I 300 1 250 « 200 150 
100
10
10 12 15 19 20 21 22 25 28 29 30
Class Periods,
SD of pupil load = 178.61 r
SD of Class Periods = 5.44 PEy
.5831
.0417
FIGÜHS 4
Relation between the Teaching Load as computed by 
the Number of Class Periods and Number of Pupils per week. 
County High Schools.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
“55*
distinct unit, meaning the amount of all the work required in 
teaching a class of twenty-five pupils based on a class period 
of fifty minutes.
To aid the comparisons in this study, the formula was 
divided into two parts, the instructional and the cooperation­
al load, the total load being the sum of these two. Both the 
1932 version and the 1950 revised versions of the formula 
were applied in this study.^ The 1932 version was used to 
make comparisons between the earlier studies of Taylor,^ 
Cheney,^ and this study. In computing the cooperational load 
of non-teaching superintendents and orincioals, the 40 hour 
week was considered a work week and the hours were converted 
to units of the cooperational load. This may not give a true 
estimate of the load of the administratorj but as most of the 
administrators did not give an estimate of their load when 
answering the questionnaire, this method approximated their 
load.
As stated previously, it was found that the punil load 
and the class load did not measure the same thing. The ques­
tion then arose, how did the units from the Douglass formula
^See Appendix page 142 for sanple form of computed 
formulas from which the facts for this study was taken.
S^illiam w, Taylor, "The Teaching Load in the Second­
ary Schools of Kontana in 1933 * 34." (unpublished i4asters 
Thesis of the University of Minnesota, 1935).
^Truman W. Cheney, "The High School Teacher’s Load in 
Kontana." (unpublished i'-lasters Thesis of >iontana State 
University, 1936).
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compare with the pupil load and the class load? To determine 
this, correlations were made between the formula units and 
the other measuring units.
The correlation between the formula load units and the 
number of class periods taught by 1,001 high school teachers 
and administrators of the four classes of the Montana high 
schools were shown in Figures 5, 6, 7, and Ô. The coefficient 
of correlation was .52 for first class schools; .6 5 for second 
class schools; .55 for third class schools; nnd .4̂  for county 
high schools. The coefficient was .52 for all the schools.
The low correlation was clearly seen in the figures by the 
wide scattering. For instance, one teacher had a load of 38 
formula units and a class period load of 15 classes, while 
another teacher had 24 formula units and a class load of 35 
units. This great divergence was due, no doubt, to the fact 
that the class period was but one of the various factors in 
the total teaching load, while the formula units covered four 
other factors in addition to the class periods.
Correlations between the number of pupils and the 
formula units were found to be somewhat closer. The corre­
lations of .7 8 for first class schools, .62 for second class 
schools, .53 for third class schools, and .5 8 for county high 
schools were greater than the correlations for the formula 
units and class periods; however) the correlrtion of *40^ for 
the total schools was much lower. One teacher had a unit load 
of 39 units with only 350 pupils, while another teacher had a
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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losd of 24 units, yet had a pupil load of more than 1,100 
students. The low correl-^tions were due to the fact that 
pupil load depended only upon size and number of classes 
while the formula considered more factors.
It was obvious in examining the correlations that the 
three units did not measure the same thing. That was why the 
Douglass formula had to be used as it gave a single index for 
measuring the load which included many of the factors already 
outlined in this study that normally would have not been 
considered in the study of the te-=»ching load.
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CHAPTER IV
TABULATION OF THE RETURNS FROM THE QUESTIONNAIRE
An analysis of the answers to the questionnaire reveal­
ed that the teaching load of 1,079 teachers and administrators 
of 88 of Montana’s high schools varied from 3*48 to 44.46 in 
the 1932 Douglass formula units, and from 8 .9 8 to 44.30 units 
according to the 1950 revised formula. Cheney^ found the 
variance from 11.79 to 57.8 units, so that from this com­
parison the limits of the teachers* loads appear to have been 
reduced. The low unit load undoubtedly was a partial load 
where the teacher was shared between the high school and the 
elementary school. The load of 44.30 units unquestionably 
was an overload. The teacher with this load was a vocational 
agriculture teacher who should have been given an assistant 
to adjust the load within more reasonable limits. Table VII 
shows that most of the teaching loads were between 21 and 35 
units (1950 Douglass formula). The median of all the teaching 
loads was 28.73 units which was far short of Cheney’s^ 40.69
^Truman M. Cheney, "The High School Teacher’s Load in 
Montana." (unpublished Masters Thesis of Montana State 
University, 1936).
^Ibid.. p. 30
-66-
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-67-
units and Taylor’ŝ  31*93 units.
Instructional Load. The medians of the instructional 
loads of the teachers of the four classes of schools vnried 
according to the size of the pupil enrollment. Teachers in 
the large first class schools had the more stable loads with 
a variation from the median of only 3*55 units. This sta­
bility is indicated in Chart Ho. 1 by the weekly class periods 
that met throughout the week. For example, 104 teachers were 
assigned twenty-five class periods a week. Since the weekly 
class-period number could be divided by five, the teachers 
had been assigned classes that met each day. This was furth­
er indicated by the number of teachers assigned ten, fifteen, 
twenty, thirty or thirty-five weekly class periods. The con­
trast was shown by the charts of the weekly class-period 
assignments made in the second and third class schools which 
indicated that many teachers had had classes that met less 
than five days a week.
The upper one-fourth of the teachers of first class 
schools had 28 or more units of instructional load as com­
pared with the instructional load of 24 or more units for 
the teachers in the upper one-fourth of the third class 
schools. The total loads of the teachers with these percent­
ages showed less than one-half a unit difference, with the 
first class school teachers having the slightly larger load.
^William W. Taylor, "The Teaching Load in the Second­
ary Schools of Montana in 1933 - 34," (unpublished Masters 
Thesis of the university of i-J.naesota, 1935). p. 44*
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The medians of the instructional loads of the four 
classes of schools showed 25.46 units for the first class 
schools, 2 3 .5 4 units for the second class schools, 21.50 
units for the third class schools, and 24.69 units for the 
county high schools. These did not agree, but a closer 
check revealed that 49.6 per cent of the teachers of the 
first class schools had instructional loads of between 21 
and 29 units; the second class schools had 45 per cent of 
the teachers with loads between 21 and 29 units; the third 
class schools had 34.5 per cent of the teachers between those 
limits; and the county high schools had 51 per cent between 
those limits. This was a difference of 15.1 per cent' be­
tween the first class and third class schools and a differ­
ence of 1 6 .5 per cent between the first class and the county 
high schools.
The mean of the instructional load varied between a 
low of 2 0 .5 units for the third class schools to a high of
* 2 4 .5 units for the first class schools with the average just
• short of 23 units. *
Cooperational Load. The instructional load was not 
the only indication of load even though 36 per cent of the 
teachers of third class schools had 19 or less units of 
instructional load. These same 3^ per cent of the third 
class school teachers had less than 3*5 units of cooperation­
al load, as compared with the one unit or less carried by 
the teachers of first class schools. However, in the total
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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t a b l e  I V
INSTRUCTIOJAL LOf.D BT CLASSES OF SCHOOLS
Unit F irs t Second Third
Load Claes Class Class County Total
36 9 7 16
35 7 1 1 9
54 13 3 1 4 21
33 4 6 2 2 14
32 2 10 1 13
31 6 10 3 2 23
30 7 23 4 34
29 18 20 5 7 50
2Ô 18 27 2 2 49
27 30 31 4 12 77
26 13 31 5 U 60
25 23 33 13 10 79
24 17 43 3 3 76
23 14 38 11 6 69
22 26 11 11 76
21 13 31 10 2 56
20 9 24 12 2 47
19 9 13 6 4 32
18 9 12 4 4 29
17 2 14 3 5 24
16 4 9 3 1 17
15 5 7 2 2 16
14 3 10 3 3 19
13 4 11 4 4 23
12 6 5 7 1 19
11 1 10 1 2 14
10 2 10 4 2 18
9 2 7 4 2 15
8 11 1 12
7 1 2 1 4
6 4 -J i2 11 2 54
Totals 283 523 142 ÎÎ7 w
Mean 24.48 21.42 19.60 22.89 23.U
Median 25.46 23.54 21.50 24.69 23.83
Ql 21.75 17.84 14.83 19.41 19.07
Qt 28.85 27.20 25.04 27.50 27.52
3.55 4.78 4.05 5.11 4.23
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load the same 38 per cent of the teachers had about the same 
load, the first class school teachers had the heavier load 
only by one-fourth of a unit*
Teachers with six or more units of cooperational load 
made up the upper one-fourth of the first class load, while 
the upper one-fourth of the teachers of third class schools 
had 10 or more units*
The medians of the cooperational load by classes of 
schools were; first class schools, 3.83 units; second class 
schools, 6.27 units; third class schools, 7.28 units; and 
county high schools, 3.73 units. These showed differences 
of 2.44 units between the first and second class schools; 
3.95 units difference between the first and third class 
schools; and .10 difference between the first class and 
county high schools. In percentages, 79 per cent of the 
teachers of the first class schools had eight units or leas 
of cooperational load; 66 per cent of the teachers of the 
second class schools hsd eight or less units; 64 per cent of 
the teachers of third class schools had eight or less units; 
and 80 per cent of the teachers of the county high schools 
had eight or less units. This would indicate that s greater 
per cent of the third class school teachers had larger co­
operational loads than as igned the teachers of the other 
three classes of schools*
A further check revealed that 24*5 per cent of the 
teachers of the first class schools had no assigned cooper-
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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table V
COOPERATIONAL LOAD BY CLASSES OF SCHOOLS
Unit F irs t Second Tliird
Load Class Class 01" 88 County Total
31 4 5 1 10
30 2 8 10
29 5 1 6
28 2 2
27 5 2 7
26 3 5 8
25 1 1 2
24 3 3
23 . 1 3 4
22. 2 3 3 2 10
21 1 3 3 7
20 3 6 1 1 11
19 7 11 6 1 25
18 1 6 1 8
17 11 4 15
16 8 16 2 2 28
15 1 8 3 3 15
14 1 12 2 3 18
13 7 12 4 1 24
12 2 9 5 1 17
11 1 12 7 1 21
10 1 27 5 4 37
9 4 19 6 2 31
8 4 20 11 3 38
7 11 48 7 9 75
6 12 37 9 6 64
5 20 38 8 8 74
4 50 57 13 9 129
3 18 60 19 23 120
2 30 19 7 3 59
1 34 67 10 27 138
0 76 19 8 15 118
Totals 310 552 14À 12é 1134
Mean 5.47 8.06 7.79 5.47 7.03
Median 3.83 6.27 7.78 3.73 5.04
Ql 1.04 3.55 3.58 1.63 2,47
Q3 6.38 11.25 11.71 7.44 10.12
w 2.67 3.85 3.57 2.91 3.83
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ational loads as compared with 3*4 per cent of the teachers 
of the third class schools had no cooperational assignment, 
and 11.7 per cent of the teachers of county high schools had 
no cooperational assignment. This omission of cooperational 
assignments might have been due to the failure to list such 
assignments, but many instances, especially in the second and 
third class schools, showed thst soma of the individuals car­
rying a reasonable or high instructional load were not assign­
ed other activity duties. However, the majority of the cases 
of no assigned cooperational load occurred among the junior 
high school teachers and the music teachers assigned duties 
in both elementary and secondary systems.
Total Load. The medians of the total load by classes 
of schools were : 28.33 units for first class schools, 29.20 
units for the second class schools, 28.86 for the third class 
schools, and 27.44 for the county high schools. The greatest 
difference was .87 units between the second class schools and 
the county schools.
Fifty per cent of the teachers of the first class 
schools had loads between 25 and 30.5 units, 50 per cent of 
the teachers of the second class schools had loads between 
24.5 to 31 units, 50 per cent of the teachers of third class 
schools had loads between 24.8 to 30.2 units, and 50 per cent 
of the teachers of the county high schools had loads between 
23 and 29.5 units. Thus, the teachers of the four classes of 
schools had fifty per cent of their loads between approximate-
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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TABIE V I
TOTAL LOAD BT CLASSES OF SCHOOLS
Unit F irs t Second Third
Load Claes Class Class County Total
40 1 9 1 11
39 2 1 3
33 3 1 2 6
37 4 4 1 5 14
36 7 10 3 3 23
35 10 16 6 1 33
34 13 20 7 2 47
33 13 35 2 4 54
32 17 35 7 4 63
31 17 47 11 6 81
30 19 52 13 9 93
29 23 57 15 12 112
28 26 33 14 5 83
27 35 43 4 16 98
26 23 41 13 8 90
25 22 34 15 7 73
24 13 31 9 9 62
23 12 21 6 6 45
22 5 15 2 9 31
21 6 14 1 1 22
20 S 8 4 20
19 7 5 2 14
18 2 1 2 1 6
17 2 1 2 1 6
16 2 2 1 5
15 2 1 1 4
14 3 2 5
13 2 2 1 2 7
12 1 1 2 4
11 1 __2_ 4
Totals 309 551 w 1 3 2 n sc
Kean 27.89 28.27 25.81 26.71 27.96
Median 28.33 29.20 28.86 27.44 23.73
Ql 25.74 25.88 25.63 23.83 25.59
Q3 31.75 31.86 31.15 30,18 31.67
Q 3.01 2.99 2.76 3.18 3.04
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ly 23 to 31 units. The total loads of all the teachers in­
dicated that the combination of the cooperational loads and 
the instructional loads tended to equalize each other, that 
is, teachers vjlth low instructional loads seemed to have high 
cooperational loads and those teachers with high instruction­
al loads hed low cooperational loads. This e’̂peared true in 
the majority of the instances; however, twenty three rer cent 
of the total teachers had loads in excess of the 31 units 
carried by fifty per cent of each class of schools; and 
fifteen per cent of the total teachers h?d less tlan 23 units 
of teaching load.
Old Fernula Units. Tables IX, XI, and XIII were 
computed in the units of the 1932 version of the Douglass 
formula^ to facilitate the comparison of the teaching loads 
with those of 1934^ and 193^.^
The mean of the present study was considerably less 
than the mean of the samplings taken by Cheney in 1933 - 34, 
and about 4*82 units less than Taylor's study of 1936. The 
median of 23.51 units of this study was 12.18 units, or 2 9 .6  
per cent less than Cheney's 40.69 units, pnd 3*42 units, or 
10.7 per cent below the 1936 study.
^Hsrl R. Douglass, The Organization and Administration 
of Fecond^ry Schools. Ginn and Company, Boston^ 1932. p. 115 
- 121.
^Taylor, on. cit.
Cheney, 02.. cit. ^
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Taylor? Cheney^ This Study
3 2 .1 2 39.44 2 7 .3 0
3 1 .9 3 40.69 28.51
26.27 36.16 24.59
34.67 43.85 3 1 .3 84.20 3 .8 5 3 .4 0
—82-
TABLE VII
COMPARISOiNS OF THE TEACHING LOADS OF 1934, 
19 36, AND TrlE PRESENT STUDY
Mean 
MedianI
In comparing the instructional load of the present
Qschools with the load of 1934, it should be noted that in 
all classes of schools the means for the present loads were 
several units lower than those of the earlier study. The 
median of this study averaged 3«55 units less than the median 
of Taylor’s studyhowever, the quartile spread was slight­
ly greater, showing a greater variance from the median. In 
all classes of schools the instructional load appeared to 
have been reduced.
TABLE VIII
COMPARISON OF THE PRESENT INSTRUCTIONAL LOAD 
WITH THE INSTRUCTIONAL LOAD OF 1933 - 34
1933 - 34 This Study
School Q3 M Md Qj Q3 M Md
1st Class 3 0 .3 5 2 7 .8 7 28.64 26 ,33 29.57 24.92 25.50 22.13
County 30.36 27.89 28.00 25.50 28.59 23.71 25.50 20.30
2nd Class 30.20 27.82 27.52 25.48 27.21 21.57 23.30 17.48
3rd Class - 29.59 26.72 2 6 .8 9 23.90 26.37 20.40 22.54 16.75
^Taylor, op. cit.. p. 44 
^Cheney, pp. pil., p. 33
9Taylor, pp. cit.. p. 38 
lOlbld. p. 38.
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t;̂ le IX
INSTRUCTIONAL LOAD BY CUSSES OF SCHOOLS
Unit
Load
36
35
34
33
32
31
30
29
28
2726
25
24
23
22
21
20
19
18
1716
15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
76
First
Class
13
11
3 6
4
3
19 
22 
13 22 
11
20 
24 
18 
19 
10
710
3
5 
5
2
5
5
5
2
1
31
1
County
1
2
2
2
3 10 
11
8
10
8
6
5
5
5
5
4
3
32
3
3 
2
4
Second
Class
Third
Class
1
2
1
1
5 2
3 11 
13
76 
10 
12
7
11
4
4 
2 
3
3
3 2 
1
5
4 
1 
4 
1
2
Total
19
20
13
14
13 20
45 
56 
60 
76 
63
69
8360
74
49
46 
33 
19 22 
17
26
16
19
15
17
20 
9
14 
8
18
5
Total
Mean
MedianI 24.9225.5022.1329.573.72 23.7125.5020.3028.594.15 21.5723.3017.4827.214.87 20.4022.5416.7526.374,81 22.3524.2319.4527.924.24
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In a more recent study of the teaching load In the 
Nebraska Schools^^a mean of 2 1 .2 (without difficulty coef­
ficients) units was found. This was 1.15 units less than 
the mean found in this study of the instructional load. The 
quartile spread was between 25.5 and 17.5 units as cocioared 
with this study^s 2 7 .9 2 to 1 9.4 5, or a semi-interquartile 
range of 4.24 units as compared with Nebraska's 4.0 units.
In an analysis of the instructional loads made by 
other studies, the present load tended to be about as light 
as that indicated in the Nebraska sampling.
Study
This stû ĝ
am 0hiol4
Nebraska* Mont na^3
Ql Median Q3
19.45 24.23 2 7 .9 2
17.5 21.6 2 5 .5
25.5 28.0 3 0 .2
24.0 26.0 21.4
The mean of the instructional loads of the first class 
schools was from 1,21 to 4.52 units heavier than the means of 
the other classes of schools. Several factors were considered 
in analyzing the causes for the differences. Frob&bly the 
foremost factor was the pupil enrollment of the larger or 
first class schools which had assigned classes meeting 
through the entire week. Another factor was the assignment
llfienry Knapp, "Teaching Load in a Sample of Nebraska 
High Schools." (unpublished research project cf the 
University of Nebraska Teachers College. 1950) p. Ô.
^^Ibid. p. 13.
^^Taylor, o£. cit. p. 3ii.
^^Kenneth J. Grim, "Teaching Loads cf Ohio high School 
Teachers." Education Research Bulletin. Vol. 2$ (September 
14, 1949) p. 141 - 14o.
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of only one or two teachin,̂  subjects per teacher which tended 
toward a more stable instructional load. In the smaller 
schools which had less than ten teachers, teachers had fewer 
students and taû ght in several subjects, each of which had 
different subject-grade coefficients.
The cooperational load of the teachers by classes of 
schools is given in Table XI. The average load for all 
classes of schools was 4.77 units. The median was less than 
the mean in all cases except for the third class schools.
This was due to the large number of teachers who had no load 
or only a small cooperation load. These results were In 
contrast to the instructional loads. Here one finds a marked 
increase in the cooperational load as the size of the school 
decreases. The cooperational loads of the teachers in county 
high schools were almost twice as great as those in first 
class schools. The heavier loads in the smaller schools 
might havo been due to the fact that there were fewer teachers 
among whom the cooperational load might be distributed. Some 
of the activities in the large high schools that were treated 
as extra-curricular in the small schools were taken care of 
in the regular class work. For instance, the school paper 
was probably an extra-curricular activity in the small school, 
whereas in the larger school it was handled by the class in 
journalism, or as for example, debate, which was cared for in 
a special public speaking class*
in the comparison of the cooperational loads with
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those of the 1934^^ study, the næans of the oresent study 
showed a lighter load than that found twenty years ago. The 
difference was so slight that very little co::;;;ient could he 
made about it, other than that loads of the present study 
were more consistent than those of the earlier study. In 
the earlier study, the mean of the first class schools was 
2.12 units compared with the 5*14 units for the county 
schools; in this study they were 3 .69 units and 4 .0 9 units. 
The greatest range of the mean of the present study load was 
1 ,7 9 units as compared to 4.11 units of Taylor's study,
TAILE X
COr.PALlGlh CP THE CCOFERATlCh’AL LOAD
v;iTh ThE COOPERATIONAL LOAD OF 1933 - 34
1933 - 34 Present
School Q3 M 1-ld Ql Q3 M Md Ql
1st Class 2.73 2 ,1 2 1 ,8 2 .63 4 ,8 3 3.69 2.97 ,96
County 6.75 5.14 4,52 2 .0 8 6,33 4.C9 3.55 1,61
2nd Class 8,13 6,03 5 .7 8 3 . ' 2 7.74 5.45 ■5.01 3 .1 5
3rd Class 7.94 6 ,2 3 6,13 4.46 9.C5 5 .4 8 0 ,4 6 3.49
In the sampling of Nebraska's high schools^^ the mean 
of the cooperational load was 5 .7 units as compared with the 
present 4.77 units for Montana high schools. This difference 
might be due to the questionnaire answers received in this 
study. The cooperational load was taken from the high school 
schedules and the remarks entered on it by the administrator.
l^Taylor, ££, cit., p. 42. 
l^Knapp, 0£. cit., p, 7,
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Unit
Load
26
25
24
2322
TABLE n
COOPERATIONAL LOAD BY CLASSES OF SCHOOLS*
F irst
Claes County
Second
Class
Third
Class Total
1
21 1 1 2
20 2 1 3
19 1 2 3
. 13 1 1 1 3
17 5 5 1 1116 3 1 4
15 7 2 9
14 6 2 9 17
13 2 6 2 1012 4 3 8 3 18
11 4 1 11 1 17
10 3 1 9 7 20
9 1 2 25 5 33
8 3 5 19 5 32
7 4 3 18 14 396 15 13 53 11 92
5 21 6 48 11 66
4 26 6 39 4 75
3 46 30 87 28 191
2 35 3 20 5 631 34 26 72 11 143
0 , 9 __7 10̂
Totals 282 119 455 119 975
Mean 3.69 4.09 5.45 5.48 4.77
Median 2.97 3.55 5.01 6.46 3.41
Ql .96 1.61 3.15 3.49 1.28
Q3 4.83 6.33 7.74 9.05 6.76
Q 1.99 2.36 2.30 2.78 2.74
* Cooperational load of administre tors omitted,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
This part of the study may not be as accurate as desired be­
cause of the possibility that administrators might not have 
been fully acquainted with all the extra hours his teachers 
spent on outside work and student activities. Although this 
part of the study might be open to question, the Information 
furnished for the number of teachers involved was as accurate 
as could be secured without diminishing the scope of the study# 
In considering the cooperational load, activities 
other than subject activities were considered cooperational 
or extra-curricular activities. For instance, classes in 
physical education were considered subject activities, while 
athletics was considered as extra-curricular. Band practices, 
choral and glee club practices were considered subject activi­
ties, while periods used in giving individual music super­
vision or instruction were considered extra-curricular.
In the comparisons of the total teaching load, as 
stated earlier in this chapter, the present teaching load for 
the Montana high schools was considerably less than that found 
by Knapp^^ and Taylor^^ as can be seen in the following table.
TABLE XII
COMPARISONS OF THE TOTAL TEACHING LOADS 
WITH THOSE OF TAILOR AND NEBRASKA
Study 1st Class 2nd Class 3rd Class County All
This Study 27.41 27.53 27.27 26,23 27.30
Taylor 29.61 33.71 33.95 33.04 32.12
Nebraska 31.10 32.25 32.25 31.70
17lbid.. p. 13. 
l^Taylor, S£. cit.. p. 44.
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This comparison indicated that the teaching load had 
been reduced during the 20 years between the first study and 
this one. The apparent explanation of this would probably be 
the increasing awareness of the teacher’s job by administra­
tors and an attempt by them to equalize the loads as much 
as possible with the work load of other occupations» The 
greatest difference between the teaching load as shown in 
this study and the teaching load of the earlier studies was 
largely due to the reduction in the instructional load, since 
the cooperational loads remained nearly the same. In consid­
ering the total load, the range was about 4.40 units greater 
in the Nebraska schools than in the Montana schools.
The mean of the teaching load in this study was far 
below the 30 to 34 unit norm established by Douglass.In 
the norms established for the Revised F o r m u l a ,20 Montana with 
a mean of 27.96 units seemed well within, or below, the re­
commended load of 30 units. Douglass^^ found the tentative 
norm of the teaching load of Arizona high schools to be a 
median of 29.2 units or .47 units heavier than Montana’s 
median of 28.73 units.
The teacher’s load in Montana compared favorably with
l^Douglass, 0£. cit.. p. 116 - 122.
2%arl R. Douglass, "Tentative Norms for High School 
Teaching Load." The Bulletin of the National Association of 
Secondarv-School Principals. Vol. 37. No. 19^ (December 1953)
p. 12 - 15.
^^Ibid.
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TABLE nil
TEACHIÎTG LOAD BY CLASSES OF SCHOOLS
Unit F irs t Second Third
Load Class County Class Class Total
40 1 1 4 6
39 1 1 5 2 833 2 1 5 2 10
37 5 2 2 3 1236 7 2 5 2 16
35 14 1 n 5 31
34 9 7 20 2 38
33 8 3 28 4 43
32 18 5 33 7 63
31 13 6 42 12 73
30 25 6 49 12 92
29 27 8 32 15 8223 31 14 42 10 97
27 27 9 49 9 9426 19 6 26 11 62
25 13 S 33 11 65
24 26 10 26 10 72
23 13 9 32 6 6022 6 5 20 31
21 6 1 20 4 31
20 5 2 14 2 23
19 7 4 11 1 2313 3 2 5 1 11
17 8 2 4 1416 4 2 1 2 9
15 2 2 4
04 1 1 1 1 4
13 2 1 312 1 2 2 1 6
11 1 1 2
10 1 2 -2 5 11
Totals 503 528 141 1098
l£ean 27.41 26.23 27.53 27.27 27.30Kedlen 23,31 27.44 28.33 29.43 28.51
Ql 24.72 23.61 24.61 25.11 24.59
Q3 31.17 30.75 31.55 32.39 31.38
Q 3.23 3.57 3.47 3.64 3.40
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the total loads as found by prior studies of the teaching 
load.
TABLE XIV
COMPARISONS OF TEACHING LOAD STUDIES
Studies Qi Median Q3
This Study (Old Formula) 24.59 28.51 3 1.3a
Arizona^^ 26.92 30.44 34.22
Nebraska^^ 28.3 31.4 3 4 .3
Taylor^^ 29.27 31.93 3 4 .6 7
Minnesota^^ 26.9 29.3 3 2 .3
Cheney^^ 36.16 40.69 43.85
Nation-wide (Douglass)^^ 28.2 31.1 34.4
Nation-wide (Eels)^^ 28.8 32.4 35.6
lowa^^ 26.1 28.4 3 0 .3
^^Ibid.
^^Knapp, 0£. cit.. p. 13.
Z^Taylor, o£, cit.. p. 44.
^%artin Quanbeck and Harl H. Douglass, "Teaching Loads 
in High Schools." The Nation's Schools. Vol. XV, No, 2 
(February 1935) p. 37 - 39.
^^heney, ô . cit.. p. 33.
27Harl R. Douglass, Organization and Administration of 
Secondary Schools. Ginn and Company, Boston, 1945. p. 113.
2%els, K. VJ, "imeasuring Teacher Load." The Nation's 
Schools. Vol. 23, (February 1939). p. 49 - 51.
^%thel M. Saupe and Harl R, Douglass, "The Profession­
al Load of Teachers in the Secondary Schools of Iowa."
School Review. Vol. XLIII, No. 6 (June 1935) p. 428 - 433,
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Question of Extra Fay for Extra '̂crk. Administrators 
were asked by the questionnaire to indicate whether teachers 
were paid for extra work. Very few replies were recieved to 
this question and the replies received indicated that extra 
pay was given for coaching athletics, music, and dramatics. 
The amounts paid each teacher were not indicated in the 
replies.
Conclusion. The average teaching loads of teachers 
of ilontana high schools have been reduced to a standard of 
2d Douglass units as recomiùended by Odell.There remains, 
however, the matter of the extreme loads, both heavy and 
light, that should be adjusted so that no teacher would be 
required to carry an abnormally heavy load while another 
teacher within the same system bears a load abnormally on 
the light side of the norm.
harles W. Odell, "Teacher Load in Illinois High 
Schools." Bulletin of the National Association of Secondary- 
School Principals. Vol. XXXIII (January 1949) p* 91 - 94.
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CHAPTER V 
THE TEACHING LOAD BY SUBJECT FIELDS
Only in the larger high schools, a re teachers assigned 
to one teaching field. Therefore teachers were regarded as 
being in a subject field if the majority of their students 
were in some field or group of related subjects that comorised 
a subject field such as science, social science, or mathematics. 
Each subject a teacher taught was calculated with its own co­
efficient of subject weight. In some cases, especially home 
economics, language, and physical education, there were so 
few teachers that the validity of the results are doubtful.
The reason for so few teachers in these fields was the fact 
that only the large high schools employe full time teachers 
in these subjects.
Subject Instruction Loads. The subject coefficients 
affected only the instructional part of the formula, so the 
comparisons were first made in the instructional load. Table 
XV shows the instructional load in old Douglass units accord­
ing to the subject fields. The subjects are shown in de­
creasing order of the loads reading from left to right when 
the iriean is used as a measure of central tendency. There 
are five subject fields that are heavier than the average 
(2 3 .1 4 units) and six that are lifter. The difference
-93-
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36
35
34
3332
31
30
2928
2726
25
24
2322
21
20
1918
1716
15
14
1312
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10
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TABU XV
INSTRUCTIONAL LÔ D BY SUBJECT FI'IDS
• JS
I
t S
g-dCO €0
2 3 21 3 2
3 5 52 3 21 31 3 2
3 4 3
5 10 1410 16 11
9 20 3
9 19 6
5 11 9
7 15 9
5 12 10
5 13 9
3 15 92 7 2
3 6 7
7 5
1 2 1
1 1
1 1 3
1 2
1 1
1 2
2
1 1
1 1 2
78 181 127
11
2
38
6
14
13
912
78
2
51
2
31
11
1
111
So
1
1
211
11
2
3
11
<»
I
32
6
3
3
3 
7 
710
7
11
8
4
46
9
32
1
3
1
To5
I 0 «It
1
3
2
2
1
7 6
4
8 
12
86
5
5421
2
2
1
6
91
1
1
2
3
31
3
3
5
6 
3 1 
1
35
mo
II
1
1
1
11
2
3
6
2
7
13
5
4 
356
•Slo ̂II
1
1
1
2
4
2
4
6
3
4
2
2
2
31
61
2
2
2
1
1
1
2
2
51
2
2
1
11
2
5
3
2
4 
9
5 1
*15̂  - ë
Mean 26.85 25.92 25.32 24.96 23.56 22.80 22.78 22.51 20.39 19.20 15.22
Md. 27.67 26.68 25.72 26.12 22.00 25.86 24.13 22.17 21.35 20,75 13.59
Ql 24.70 23.17 22.25 23.25 21.33 21.88 20.55 20.46 17.85 15.13 9.85
Q3 29.75 29.17 29.84 23.15 27.00 28.11 27.04 25.75 23.88 24.31 19.50
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between the first and the last (science and rrusic) was 11,63 
units which indicated that the science teacher had a much 
heavier load than the music teacher. Since the music teacher 
shared her time between the high school and the elementary 
school systems, the difference of 7.65 units between science 
and physical education would be a better example of the heavy 
and light loads. On the other hand, in taking successive 
subjects, the difference was small. The differences among 
the regular academic subjects, including commercial, were so 
small as to be almost negligible. The differences between 
the first four lesding loads for this study were .93, ,60, 
.3 6, and ,4 0. Since the subject-grade coefficients for the 
first three subjects were 1.1 and for commercial subjects, 
1.0, there seemed to be a slightly heavier load for science, 
but a gradually decreasing difference In load from one to 
another of the four subjects. Apparently, the loads had been 
assigned according to the usual custom of number of classes 
per day. Studies had shown that the various subjects re­
quired different amounts of time. Thus, the ranking of sub­
jects as found was probably accurate and the teachers of
academic subjects had greater loads than the teachers of
industrial and household arts, music, and physical education. 
When the subjects of this study were compared with the sub­
jects of the 1933 - 34^ study, the four subjects with the
I'iilliam W. Taylor, "The Teaching Load in the Second­
ary Schools of iiontana in 1933 - 34." (unpublished Masters 
Thesis of the University of Minnesota. 1935). p. 50.
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heaveet loads were the same in each study except for their 
order.
TABLE XVI
COMPARISON OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL LOADS
IN THE TWO STUDIES OF i'iCttTANA
Taylor This Study
Subjects Units Hank Units Rank
Science 29.01 1 26.65 1English 2Ü.31 4 25.92 2
Social Sciences 23.36 3 25.32 3Commercial 23.67 2 24.96 4
Language 23.01 5 23.56 5Kathematics 26.74 6 22.60 6
industrial Arts 25.42 6 22.76 7Vocational Agriculture m 22.51 6
Home Economics 26.23 7 20.39 9Physical Education 21.50 10 19.20 10
Music 24.25 9 15.22 11
This table shows a considerable difference between the 
instructional loads of various subjects over the period of 
eighteen years. The greatest change in loads was in nusic 
where a 9*03 unit change occurred. This great change might 
be due to the use of the oresent music teachers in all grades 
of the educational system rather than just in the secondary 
schools. The least change occurred in the sciences —  a 
decrease of 2.16 units. These figures seem to bear out the 
fact that the assignment of subjects were made on class 
periods rather than by subject coefficients or the amount of 
difficulty.
Table XVII compares the loads of this study with those
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of Taylor^ and Knapp.^
TABLE X V I I
CCi<JPARISON OF THE INSTRUCTIONAL LOADS 
OF NLBRaLKA huj THE TEO STJDluS OF IwNTAHA
This Study Taylor Knapp
Subjects onits^‘ Rank Units Rank Units Rank
Science 27.67 1 29.75 1 21.12 6English 26.68 2 28.59 4 24.86 2Commercial 26.12 3 23.61 3 24.1 3Kiathemntics 25.86 4 27.24 6 21.7 5Social Sciences 25.72 5 29.53 2 25.30 1Industrial Arts 24.13 6 26.50 7 18.45 8Vocational Agricul­
ture 22.17 7 . ■» - 22.05 4Language 22.00 8 ■ 23.06 5 -Home Economics 21.35 9 25.00 8 20.25 7Piiysical Education 20.75 10 21.50 10 -Music 13.59 11 24.25 9 1 6 ,6 4 9
All 24.71 27.98 21.8
♦Median scores used as the mean was not shown
in Knapp*3 study.
This table indicates that the subject Instructional 
load of the teachers of a sampling of Nebraska high schools 
were lighter than those of Montana.
Subject Cooperational Loads. An examination of the 
eooperational loads of teachers in all sizes of schools show­
ed that the physical education and music teachers had the
Zibid.
^Henry Knapp, "Teaching Load in a Sample of Nebraska 
High Schools." (unpublished research project of the Univer­
sity of Nebraska Teachers College, 1950). p. 19,
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TAEir m n
COOflTlATIONAL LO..D EY SUBJECT FI iJDS
« .H ® ^ rt-P o H O®  JS © O  ftO a *4 OiH « H r t - H
» a S g S S  %» u g-nt? o# yw I I 3 3.3 8 3 8 S 21 g -da 8 ai g jS a fis aa £s â
21 1 2
20 1 3
19 1 1 218 1 3
17 1 3 4
16 1 1 1
15 1 1 3
14 1 3 5 1 2 2 7
13 1 2 1 1 2 1 312 2 2 6 8
21 3 1 2 1 1 3 3
10 5 2 3 1 1 1 3 3
9 1 7 4 4 1 4 3 2 4
$ 5 4 9 3 5 1 2 1 6
7 4 10 4 2 5 1 1 66 8 18 16 6 1 15 5 4 9 3 8
5 4 12 10 5 2 5 6 3 7 7 5
4 10 20 10 6 1 8 3 4 9 4 3
3 16 24 23 16 4 23 22 7 15 7 82 7 14 10 7 3 6 6 2 6 3 2
1 11 27 9 30 3 15 13 13 13 6 6
0 -10 J A 10 10 20 _1 -2
T. 79 166 118 98 17 106 87 35 70 62 91
11 3.88 4.63 5.01 3.53 3.76 3.97 3.03 2.94 3.27 8.90 9.09
Md 3.72 4.20 4.70 2.29 3.33 3.64 3.11 3.21 3.60 6.33 9.13
Ql 1.80 2.36 3.22 1.3f 1.92 1.77 1.13 1,60 1.17 3.50 3.97
Q3 6.16 6.76 7.03 6.10 4.25 6.50 4.75 4.81 5.36 11.50 13.32
Q 2.18 2.20 1.91 2.36 1.17 2.37 1.81 1.61 2.10 4.00 4.68
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greater cooperational load (approximately five units greater 
than the average of the teachers teaching academic subjects)* 
This was perhaps due to the coaching duties of the former 
and the large amount of individual instruction and elementary 
instruction of the latter in connection with work which was 
not handled in the class room. The cooperational loads of 
the other teachers vary only slightly from the mean for all 
teachers of 4.77 units, or .16 units greater than the mean 
found by Taylor.^ When considering the academic subjects, 
the social science teachers had the greatest cooperational 
load (5.01 units) and the language teachers with 3.76 units 
had the lightest. The variation from the median as measured 
by the interquartile range was about the same; language, 
industrial arts, social science, and vocational agriculture 
had the small ranges. Table XII compares the cooperational 
load as shown by Taylor’s study with the cooperational load 
shown by this study.
The greatest change in rank was made in the industrial 
arts, which ranked second in 1933 - 34 and tenth in this 
study. Another great difference in rank was that of music 
which ranked first in this study and seventh in 1933 - 34. 
English ranked nearly alike in both studies, being fourth in 
this study and third in the other. The ranking of science 
remained unchanged, sixth in both studies, the difference 
between the two was only .16 units. The large cooperational
^Taylor, ££. cit. p .  57.
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loads of the music and physical education teachers were for 
duties that were not directly connected with the class room 
and in most instances the duties performed were in lieu of 
class room duties and during the regular school hours. Later, 
when the total load was considered, the combination of the 
instructional and cooperational loads did bear this out.
TA3LZ XII
CCI'iPA.̂ USOn CF THF CCGPFFATIOÎÎAL LOADS 
OF THE TWO Î̂ ONTAMA STUDIES
This Study Taylor
Subject Units . Rank Units Rank
Music 9.09 1 3.79 7
Physical Education a .90 2 6.50 1
Social Sciences 5.01 3 4.6a 4English 4.63 4 4.94 3Mathematics 3.97 5 4.33 5
Science 3 .da 6 4.04 6
Language 3.76 7 2.64 10
Commercial 3.53 a 3.26 9Home Economics 3.27 9 3.64 a
Industrial Arts 3.03 10 5.23 2
Vocational Agriculture 2.94 11 —
All 4.77 4.51
Total Subject Load. Table XX was constructed to 
facilitate comparisons on the basis of the total load of 
the teachers. As mentioned previously, there were only a 
slight difference among the instructional loads in the aca­
demic subjects. Consequently, very small differences of the 
cooperational load will change the ranking. In the instruct­
ional load, science rated first, but ranked third in the 
total load. English retained its rank with second place in
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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TEACHim LOAD BY SîiBJECT FIYIi)S
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40 1 1 3
39 2 2 1 1 1 1
38 2 1 5 2
37 1 2 4 3 1
36 4 1 7 2 1 2 1
35 4 2 5 10 2 2 2
34 2 4 6 10 7 2 2 1
33 7 3 6 14 2 6 3 1 2
32 7 6 11 15 1 11 3 2 1 2
31 8 4 12 14 1 8 1 6 4 7 1
30 11 10 11 23 12 1 3 6 3 1
29 5 15 10 26 2 9 2 2 1 4
28 8 20 11 19 3 6 4 6 1 4 5
27 7 12 16 11 1 10 7 8 4 4 226 2 12 6 12 3 7 2 6 1 2 2
25 3 5 2 6 5 8 10 12 4 4 1
24 3 4 2 6 5 2 4 9 7 4 3
23 2 3 2 4 6 4 7 12 4 2 1
22 3 2 5 6 7 121 2 1 2 10 4 8 3
20 1 2 1 3 1 7 2
19 1 2 1 2 5 2 1
18 1 1 1 3 6 1
17 1 2 516 1 1 4
15 1
14 1 2 1
13 3 1 6 2 1
T. “78 m 122 182 15 ÎÔ5 "67 “8^ "58 “Is
M. 29.88 28.58 30.29 30.00 25.19 29.20 25.18 25.81 2 2 . 5 0  25.40 25.33
Md 30.73 28.75 30.64 3 0 . 2 2  24.00 30.13 24.88 25.63 22.29 2 6 , 0 0  26.00
Q t 28.19 27.04 27.84 28.24 23.33 26.89 2 1 . 8 8  23.48 19.10 2 1 . 5 0  24.50
g3 33,21 32.23 33.58 32.90 27.00 32.oi 27.o l 28.71 27.13 30.83 2e.50
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both thft total load and the inatructlonal load. Iathematics 
was aixth, changing pieces from the fourth and commercial 
aubjecta were in the fifth place, i41310, low ranking even 
with its hû re cooperational load, reLnined in the last place.
Table XXI compares the total teaching loads of the 
two Montana studies with Quanbeck*3  ̂study of Minnesota high 
schools.
TABLE 111
CCi..PA:lISlK3 CF TFig TOTAL LOAD: CF TEACH:;ks
IH KIKHHLCÎÂ AND IH 'jras T.:o MOKÏANA STU: lES
This Study Taylor Minnesota
Subject Units Rank Units Rank Units Rank
Social Sciences 3 0 .2 9 1 32.87 3 30.89 2English 3 0 .0 0 2 3 3 .1 0 1 30.42 3Science 2 9.6a 3 33.C1 2 3 1 .3 7 1Mathematics 2 9 .2 0 4 3 0 .9 9 5 2 9 .1 1 5Cosjmercial 26.58 5 31.94 4 2 9 .3 7 4Industrial Arts 25.81 6 3C.42 7 27.22 8Physical education 25.40 7 2 7 .5 0 10 24.00 11
Language 2 5 .3 3 a 30.70 6 27.52 7Vocational Agricul­
ture 2 5 .1 9 9 28.13 6
Hocm Economics 25.18 10 2 9 .6 8 8 26.19 9Music 2 2 .5 0 11 2 7 .9 3 9 24.66 10
All 27.30 3 2 .1 2 29.60
A close examination of this table shows that the
same five subjects were at the top in each study with changes 
in the order of their ranking. Among the first five subjects
^Martin Quanbeck and Harl R. Douglass, "Teaching Loads 
in High Schools." The hation*s Schools. Vol. XV, No. 2 
(February 1^35) P* 37• 37s
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the greatest variation between the teacher loads in this 
study and that of the former study was 3 .3 6 units for the 
commercial subjects. The least variation was .09 units in 
mathematics. In the remainder of the table, Minnesota’s 
eleventh place physical education changed to seventh place 
in this study with a variation of 2.10 units. The greatest 
"Srariations were between music ($.43 units) and languagef-
(5.37 units). All the total loads of this study were less 
than those of the former studies.
New Formula Subject Loads. Tables XXII, XXIII, and 
XXV have been computed using the 1950 version of the Douglass 
formula so that comparisons could be made with the new sub­
ject coefficients and weights. Increased weights for dup­
licate sections, class periods, and subjects caused some dif­
ferences in the instructional load values. The greatest 
instructional load variations were In music, physical educ­
ation, and vocational agriculture of 9*11, 7.23 and 10.40 
units respectively. The other subjects changed similarly, 
but not nearly as much as the above mentioned subjects.
These changes were due directly to the reweighting of the 
various subject coefficients when the Douglass formula was 
revised. The greatest variation was that for vocational 
agriculture which formerly was considered the same as a shop
Harl R. Douglass, "The 1950 Revision of the Douglass 
High School Teaching Load Formula." The Bulletin of the 
National Association of Secondarv-School Principals. 35:23 
(May 195II
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35 2 1 3 1 1
34 2 1 4 6 4 4 1
33 2 1 2 3 4 1 1
32 3 3 2 2
31 1 4 2 3 2 6 3 1
30 1 5 6 8 3 1 2 3 3 1
29 3 5 10 17 6 3 3 223 10 8 12 11 1 1 1 1 2
27 5 9 12 19 2 13 5 6 2 126 9 7 3 15 7 4 3 3 3 2
25 6 12 11 7 1 6 7 11 1 6 4
24 7 8 9 18 1 10 8 6 4 1
23 8 8 10 10 1 8 5 6 1 422 6 6 10 15 2 4 8 9 6 6
21 1 3 7 13 1 6 6 2 1 3 4
20 2 6 3 4 7 7 9 1 1 2
19 3 2 1 5 2 5 2 4 3 2 213 2 6 3 4 5 2 2 1
17 1 4 3 2 1 4 1 2 416 1 3 5 2 1 2 2 1
15 1 3 1 2 1 5 2
14 2 3 5 1 4 4 1
13 1 2 1 8 2
12 1 2 1 1 2 7 3
11 4 1
10 _JL 1 1 _1 — 2 -JZ
T, 78 104 128 174 35 102 74 87 79 58 17
I' 24.50 24.23 23.54 25,23 29.20 24.35 22,09 22.41 14.98 19.52 22.29
la 25.67 25.17 24.00 26,0? 30.19 24.70 22.75 23.48 14.38 21.67 21.88
Qn 22.92 21.75 21.56 22*50 27*38 20.93 19*63 20*19 lO.Sl 14,63 20,63
Q3 28.35 27.00 28,50 23.96 33.75 27.73 25.14 26.33 22.21 24.88 25,69
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25
24
23
22
21
1
3
20 7 3
19 1 2 3 218 1
17 3 1 4 216 1 4 2 2 6 1
15 1 2 1 3 3 1
14 1 2 3 3
13 4 2 1 2 6 2
12 2 4 1 1 2 2
11 3 2 4 1 4 3 1
10 1 3 7 8 4 3 3 2
9 5 4 6 2 4 2 1 38 4 3 5 9 6 1 2 5
7 4 4 2 11 3 13 4 2 6 4 16 5 3 13 15 1 7 7 7 1 3 2
5 8 9 12 17 4 2 12 6 6 6
4 11 14 20 29 4 16 10 10 3 7 3
3 11 11 11 20 7 11 9 lb 6 4 2
2 5 9 8 12 3 7 6 5 2 1 5
1 12 29 7 20 10 14 13 13 6 6 3
0 10 02 10 20 1 Jà 6 18 6 4 1
Total 79 1‘06 123 179 34 103 71 89 87 60 19
M 4.27 3.78 5.98 4.77 3.29 4.59 3.68 4.02 10.40 7.60 4.05
Md 4.14 3.45 5.47 4.60 3.43 4.34 4.15 3.53 10.83 6.67 3.25
Ql 1.21 1.57 3.52 2.40 1.75 1.84 1.90 1.48 4.53 3.00 2,15
Q3 6.45 5.72 3.65 7.11 5.13 7.48 5.77 5.79 16.54 11.00 6,13
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subject with a coefficient of It was reweighted to 1.3»
the highest rating of any subject. 3icdlarily the "/̂ eights 
of music and physical education were increased.
In checking the table of cooperational loads computed 
with the new formula, the means of the loads were some part 
of a unit larger in almost all instances except for physical 
education. This particular variation was probably due to the 
weighting of the pupils per class and the class period length. 
The subject-grade coefficient was changed from .8 to .9 for 
the increased difficulty in physical education.
In comparing the teaching load by subject fields be­
tween the old formula and the new formula a very slight dif­
ference was noticed. In almost every instance, the total 
load had been slightly reduced except in the loads of music, 
physical education, and vocational agriculture which had been 
given increased subject-grade coefficient values. All the 
other subject loads were reduced a few points, varying from 
•01 for music to .80 for science. These changes were proba­
bly due to the change of weight for the subject-grade coef­
ficients, class size, or class period length.
Table XXIV on the following page, compares the results 
of this study with the tentative norms found by Douglass in 
studying the teaching load in Arizona high schools.*̂
^Harl R. Douglass, "Tentative Norms for High School 
Teaching Load." The Bulletin of the Ngtional Association of 
Secondarv-School ^inclpals. Vol. 3 7, Nol I98 ^December 1953)
p. 12 - 1 5.
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TABLE ;.XIV
TEACblKG LOAD COLPAEED TO TH3 NO-iî-lS OF 
THE TEACHING LOAD AS FOUND BY DOUGLASS
This study Tentative Norms
Subject Ql Median «3 Median S3
English 28.26 30.30 32,37 26.7 30.3 39.6Social Sciences 27.59 29.97 33.65 25.6 29.9 34.1Mathematics 26.39 28.79 32.46 23.7 29.8 36.2C online re ial 26.27 28.45 30,75 23.9 27.8 31.9Science 27.66 30.16 31.96 23.5 29.9 34.6Home Economics 24.06 26,57 28.83 26.4 29.3 32.5Industrial Arts 
Vocational Agricul­
23.70 25.87 29.00 25.7 28.1 31.0
ture 29.75 34.13 36.45 30.8 33.6 36.6
Languages 25.19 27.13 29.13 26.4 27.4 28.1Physical Educ. 23.29 27.67 31.57 26.2 29.8 35.8
Music 20.86 24.70 27.00 24.2 27.5 27.8
All 25.64 28,95 31.79 26.6 29.2 32.6
The medians of this study appears to be very near the 
norms as found by Douglass* The norms for commercial, sci­
ence, and vocational agriculture were exceeded by the loads 
of this study, but only by.65 of a unit in the commercial 
subjects, by .53 units in vocational agriculture, and by .2 6  
units in science.
From the facts shown, the teaching load by the subject 
fields of the teachers of all classes of high schools in 
Montana are fair and reasonable except for those instances 
of abnormally heavy and light loads.
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TABLE XXV
TEACffiKG LOAD EY SUBJECT FIELDS
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40 1 1 1 3 1 1 1
39 2 1
38 1 1 1 1 1 1
37 1 1 5 1 2 2 1
36 1 2 4 1 5 3 1 1 2
35 2 1 10 8 3 2 2 1
34 5 3 13 11 4 6 1 1
33 4 2 5 11 4 9 2 2 4 532 5 4 7 15 1 7 1 5 1 4 1
31 6 8 10 22 2 9 3 5 2 7
30 16 5 11 27 5 4 5 2 5 1
29 10 15 18 23 5 7 4 6 3 2 2
28 4 10 11 21 1 7 9 2 4 3 1
27 8 13 8 9 16 8 6 5 3 426 3 9 9 14 7 7 6 5 5 1
25 4 9 5 6 6 6 15 9 2 4
24 2 6 4 4 2 8 9 6 10 1 1
23 1 1 1 4 1 4 5 10 4 7 1
22 3 1 3 1 1 2 6 5 3 1
21 1 2 2 4 2 5 1
20 1 1 1 2 3 7 1 1
19 1 2 3 218 1 5
17 1 116 1 1 2 1
15 1 1 1 1
14 — 1 1 --- --- - A 1 -A
T. 77 97 127 186 35 103 74 88 88 60 19
M 29.08 28.18 29.42 29.71 32.91 28.60 25.64 25.25 24.33 26.43 25.32
Md 30.16 28.45 29.97 30.30 34.13 28.79 26.57 25.87 24.70 27.67 27.13
Ql 27.66 26.27 27.59 23.26 29.75 26.39 24.06 23.70 20.86 23.29 25.19
qX 31.96 30.75 33.65 32.37 36.45 32.46 28.83 29.00 27.00 31.57 29.13
/  2*15 2*24 3.03 2*06 3.35 3.04 2.29 2.65 3.07 4.14 1.97
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CHAPTER VI
THE TEACKIHG LÛÂL3 01 ilEE AHD EOMEH
The object of this chapter was to present the teach­
ing loads of men and women teachers of Montana high schools. 
Information was sufficient to make comparisons of 542 men 
and 388 women teachers.
The tables included in this chapter was computed in 
both the units of the old formula and the new formula, so 
that comparisons could be made with other information on men 
and women teachers. Table XXVI deals with the instructional 
load of men and women teachers. It indicates that the women 
teachers taught 24.24 units compared with 23.38 units for men 
teachers, or a difference of .86 units (3«5 per cent). The 
difference between the medians was only .27 units; the upper 
quartile, even less. The quartile deviations was only .04 
units apart, therefore, there was no appreciable difference 
in the teaching load of men and women teachers. However, the
information showed what other studies had indicated, namely,
that women teachers do have greater instructional loads than 
men teachers.
Table XXVII shows that in each investigation of the 
instructional loads the women have a heavier load than the 
men, ranging from 0.8 per cent to 13.5 per cent greater.
-1C9-
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TAELS m i
I>TSTiirCTIOKAL LOAD OF ÜJD
Units
New Formula Units 
Men Women
Old
Men
Formula Units 
women
38 5 1 1 3
37 2 2 2 2
36 3 3 3 4
35 5 6 8 11
34 11 9 9 3
33 8 6 8 5
32 8 5 5 6
31 14 7 8 9
30 20 13 29 14
29 28 18 36 27
23 24 26 33 24
27 47 28 42 28
26 34 28 36 25
25 42 29 36 29
24 34 39 37 39
23 35 28 35 22
22 35 33 37 32
21 23 27 21 22
20 25 21 29 19
19 19 12 16 11
18 18 7 12 7
17 17 6 13 7
16 11 6 10 5
15 10 3 12 7
14 12 3 11 1
13 9 3 9 4
12 13 3 9 3
11 9 1 8 3
10 21 JLi 26 Ji
Totals 542 388 543 337
Mean 23.42 24.04 23.38 24.24
Median 24.35 24.67 24.64 24.91
01 19.82 21.63 20.34 21.67
Ql 27.82 27.96 28.25 28.47
Q 4.00 3.17 3.96 3.40
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These results were in agreement with the findings of Saupe,^ 
Quanbeck,^ Crim,^ Taylor,^ Knapp,^ and others who h^ve comp­
ared the instructional loads of men and women.
TABLE m i l
INSTRUCTIONAL LOAD BY SEX COr.PARFD IN 
SIX STUDIES
Study Men VJomen
Differ­
ence.
Percent­
age
This Study 2 3 .3 8 units 2 4 .2 4 .86 3 .5Saupe 23.32 units 23.54 .22 .8Quanbeck 26.00 units 26.33 .33 1 .3Crim 27.1 units 28.4 1 .3 4.6Taylor 27.21 units 27.88 .67 2 .5Knapp 3 0 .1 units 23.3 3.2 1 3 .5
The cooperational loads of men and women terchers are 
given in Table XXIX. The results here are in contrast with 
those of the instructional load. The men had a load of 
5 .1 5 units; the women, 3.75 units. The load of the men was
^Ethel M. Saupe and Harl R. Douglass, "The Profession­
al Load of Teachers in the Secondary Schools of Iowa."
School Review. Vol. XLIII, No. 6 (June 1935) P* 42Ô - 33.
%iartln Quanbeck and Harl R. Douglass, "Teaching Loads 
in High School." The Nation*s Schools. Vol. XV, No. 2 
(February 1935) p. 37 - 39.
^Kenneth J, Crim, "Teaching-Loads of Ohio High School 
Teachers." Educational Research Bulletin. Vol. 2Ô, No. 6 
(September 14, 1949) p. I4I - 8.
%illiam W. Taylor, "The Teaching Load in the Second­
ary Schools of Montana in 1933 - 34." (unpublished Masters 
Thesis of the University of Minnesota. 1935) p. 6 3.
^Henry Knapp, "Teaching Load in a Sample of Nebraska 
High Schools." (unpublished research orojeot of the Univer­
sity of Nebraska Teachers College. 1950) p. IS.
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1 «40 units or 3C.4 per cent f;rerter than that of the women. 
The range of the loads of the men was also greater as shown 
by their respective quartiles. Perhaps the main reason for 
the higher cooperational load of the men was that ir.any of 
them are athletic coaches who put in more hours outside of 
class.
In Table XXVIII, the findings in the present study are 
compared with the other investigations. In all cases, the 
men have the greater cooperational load, ranging from 23*4 
per cent to 65,0 per cent more than the load of the women,
TABLE XXVIII 
COOPERATIONAL LOAD BY SEX COMPARED
Study
This Study 
Taylor 
Quanbeck 
Crim 
Knapp
The total teaching loads of the men and women are 
given in Table XXXI. The average load of the men was 28,13 
units which was ,25 units greater than the load of the women 
who had an average of 27.^8 units. The lower instructional 
load of the men was offset by their larger cooperational load 
which resulted in the men having a slightly greater total 
load.
These findings are consistent with the findings of 
other studies. The teaching load of men was greater than
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
IK FIVE STUDIES
I.en Women Difference Percentage
5.15 units 3.75 1,40 38,45,40 units 3.86 1,54 39.93.68 units 2,99 ,69 23.4
7,7 units 5.5 2.2 40,012,2 units 7,4 4,8 65.0
-1 1 3 -
TABLB m i  
COOPERATIONAL LOAD OP !*EN AND
New Formula Units Old Formula Units
Units Men ■îomen Men Women
25
24 1
23 1
22 3 1
21 1 2
20 5 3 3 1
19 8 2 2
18 1 1 1
17 9 9 1
16 7 7 3 1
15 7 7
14 5 5 13 6
13 14 3 6 4
12 8 3 11 5
11 13 5 12 4
10 20 13 16 3
9 16 8 17 15
8 27 6 20 9
7 42 24 27 7
6 36 24 57 34
5 41 ' 30 41 31
4 65 58 44 29
3 65 50 96 77
2 27 27 28 36
1 66 67 74 69
0 -52 -52 -52 -52
Totals 541 388 542 385
I'ean 5.76 4.25 5.15 3.75
Median 4.92 3.96 4.45 3.46
Ql 2.60 1.67 2.30 1.64
Qg 8.40 6.29 7.50 5.83
Q 2.90 2.31 2.60 2.10
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that of wonien in every case ranging froüi «V per cent to 4.9 
per cent,
X n ^  XiX
TÜTAL load BÏ SLX Cti-A4uiLD 111 
FIVE STUDIES
Study Ken Women Difference Percentage
This Study 26.13 units 27.66 .25 .9Taylor 32.65 units 29.32 1.C6 3.0Quanbeck 39.66 units 29.32 ,36 1.2
Crim 34.9 units 34.3 .6 1.6
Knapp 32.1 units 30.6 1.5 4.9
The present study, as well as the other investigations, 
showed that the men had as a rule a heavier load; but the 
difference between the sises of the loads of the two sexes 
was too small to require any special attention to the adjust­
ment of the load.
^n new formula units the instructional load of the 
men was 23.42 units which was .62 units or 2.3 per cent 
less than the 24.04 units for the women. The eooperational 
lead of 5.76 unite for the men was 1.71 units or 4 per cent 
greater than the 4.25 units for the women. This difference 
in the loads was narrowed down to .42 or 1.5 per cent in 
favor of the men teachers in the total load of 26.60 units 
for the men to 26.16 units for the women.
Thus the loads of men and women teachers are so near­
ly alike as to be practically negligible in considering the 
teaching load as a whole.
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TABLE x m
TEACHING LOAD OF MEN AND WOMEN
New Formula Units Old Formula Units
Units Men Women Men Womai
42
41
1
4
2 3
40
39
4
2
3
6
1
38 5 1 7 3
37 7 6 8 4
36 16 5 14 4
35 22 3 20 10
34 30 15 28 7
33 30 16 27 13
32 35 17 36 26
31 41 31 41 27
30 42 38 44 35
29 52 39 37 41
28 30 48 48 40
27 46 36 32 4726 32 39 23 26
25 38 23 33 26
24 26 25 29 22
23 25 11 27 11
22 14 7 19 5
21 10 5 12 15
20 9 6 12 6
19 7 3 11 5
13 4 8 3
17 5 4 2
16 3 2 6 2
15 6
Totals 546 387 547 385
Mean 23.60 28.13 28.13 27.88
Median 29.35 23.68 28.95 28.46
Ql 25.72 26.28 25.53 25.82
Q3 32.56 31.14 32.34 30.96
Q 3.42 2.43 3.41 2.57
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CHAPTER VII 
THE LOAD OF THE BEGINNING TEACHER
The first year teacher requires more time for prep­
aration of his subjects than the experienced teacher. This 
is especially true in the small schools where he has to 
teach several different subjects, for some of which he may 
have had no college preparation. In his new environment he 
will require more time for clerical and routine duties than 
the experienced teacher.
Unfortunately, it is a common practice for schools 
to replace an experienced teacher with an inexper­
ienced one, burdening the novice with the same or 
even more duties than the older teacher performed, 
taking advantage of the enthusiasm and willingness 
of the beginner to accept obligations.^
The beginner is given the subjects which are left 
after the other teachers have been assigned their work. 
Overloading the beginner is almost a guarantee of his fail­
ure and loss to the profession.
Beginning teacher commented. "Well, in our build­
ing the new ones always get a lot of those jobs and 
I don't think it's quite fair. I don't have a cup­
board full of old tests and teaching units and pop- 
quizzes and files and files of materials. Believe
^Maurice L. Pettit, "Determing Teaching Load." 
American School Board Journal. Vol. 128 No, 3 (March 1954) 
p. 34, 100.
-116-
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œe, brother, I started right from scratch.
These are some of the reasons why school administrat­
ors believe that the beginning teacher should have a lighter 
load than the experienced one. The object of this phase of 
the study was-to determine how the load of the beginner com­
pared with that of the experienced teacher in the State of 
Montana.
The tables that follow in this chapter have been com­
piled to show the loads of the first year or beginning teach­
er, the new teachers and the experienced teachers. The 
beginning teacher is defined as the first year teacher with 
no previous experience. The new teacher is the individual 
with a year of experience or with some experience, but has 
been teaching less than five years. The experienced teacher 
has been teaching more than five years.
The loads of the beginning and new teachers were com­
pared with the load of 453 experienced teachers, excluding 
the administrative personnel. The beginning teachers com­
prised Ô.4 per cent of the nine hundred teachers in this 
study, while the new teachers comprised about 41.2 per cent 
of the total.
The sizes of the schools in which the beginning teach­
ers started their careers have been a factor in influencing 
the load, but the number of beginning teachers in any cer­
tain class of high school within the state was too small to
% heater D. Babcock, "Who's the Goat? The New Teacher 
of Course 1» The Clearing nouse. Vol. 24, (Aay 1^50) p. 547 - 
549.
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treat statistically if divided into groups.
The mean of the instruction load of the beginning 
teacher in all classes of high schools was 25*11 units (old 
formula) as compared with 23*53 units for the new teacher 
and 23*90 units for the experienced teacher. The load for 
the beginning teacher was 1.5& units or 6,7 per cent greater 
than the load of the new teacher and 1,13 units or 4,7 per 
cent grester than the experienced teacher load, When the 
medians were compared, the difference for the beginner over 
the new teacher was 1,78 units or 7*2 per cent and for the 
beginner over the experienced teacher, it was 1.12 units or 
4,5 per cent. The interquartile deviation of the load of 
the teachers by experience was very nearly alike, being 1.95, 
4*03 and 4.09 respectively for the three.
Table XXXIV shows the cooperational load of the three 
groups of teachers according to experience. The mean of the 
cooperation load of the beginner was ,53 units less than 
that of the new teachers, but ,41 units greater than the 
cooperational load of the experienced teacher.
Table XXXV shows the total load of the beginning 
teacher as compared with the loads of the new and experienced 
teachers. The beginning teacher had ,22 units less load 
than the new teacher, but had 1,14 units greater load than 
the experienced teacher. These findings agreed with those
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-119-
TATiLS X m i
IKSTRUCTIOMAL LOADS OF AID EIPIRIEI^CED TZAGIERS
Beginners IJcw Teachers Experienced Teachers
New Old New Old New Old
Units Formula Formula Formula Formula Formula Formu
40 1 1 2
39 1 1 1
33 1 1 1
37 1 1 1 3 3
36 2 3 4 6
35 1 3 8 7 10
34 1 4 9 5 10 2
33 3 2 6 2 6 9
32 1 2 3 4 5 3
31 3 3 10 9 9 7
30 5 3 16 20 11 18
29 2 11 25 14 17 23
28 4 6 17 22 28 29
27 7 3 24 30 42 4226 5 4 21 28 32 23
25 5 1 35 23 35 42
24 5 4 25 22 36 44
23 6 8 28 26 34 25
22 6 5 28 35 29 28
21 5 6 18 21 24 16
20 4 4 16 17 22 22
19 2 2 12 13 18 17
IS 2 1 12 8 13 7
17 2 1 n  8 7 11
16 1 1 6 6 10 8
15 3 7 10 7 7
14 2 7 5 8 8
13 1 1 2 8 10 2
12 11 3 5 9
11 6 4 2 6
10 1 I — 2 JL2 16
Totals 76 77 371 369 453 451
Mean 24.87 25.11 23.49 23.53 23.62 23.98
Median 25.20 26.13 24.50 24.35 24.60 25.01
01 21.80 21.71 20.61 20.84 20.78 21.05
03 28.75 29.61 26.01 28.89 27.76 25.22
0 3.48 3.95 3.70 4.03 3.49 4.09
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of Cuanbeck,^ Saupe,^ and Taylor^ who found that the i irst 
year teachers had greater teaching loads than te £::ceriencei 
ones,
TABLE XXXIII
COMPARISON CF Tim LZ. LQ JIS
OF FIRST ySAR TTlCrlhl./
Study
This Study 
Quanbeck 
Caupe 
Taylor
uifier- Per
Beginners Experienced ence cent
28.80 27.66 1.14 4.0
31.69 28.87 2.82 v.o
28.3 27.00 1.3 4.833.76 31.75 2.01 6.3
In comparison with the beginning teachers in other 
studies, the beginning teachers of Montana hsd a more favor­
able teaching load.
In the units of the new formula, the beginning teach­
ers had greater cooperational, instructional, ,nd total loads 
than either the new teachers or the experienced teachers,
TABLE XXXVI
TEACKIXG LOAD 01̂ AM, EX uLISiXED TEACHERS
Load Beginning New Experienced
Instructional 24.8? 23,49 23.62
Cooperational 5*47 5.96 4.91
Total Load 29.17 23.54 27.âO
3i«;artin Quanbeck and Harl R. Douglass, **Teaching Loads 
in High School.” The Nation*s Schools, Vol. XV, No. 2 
(February 1935) p. 37 - 39.
4Ethel M, Saupe and Harl R. Douglass, "The Profession­al Load of Teachers in the Secondary Schools of Iowa."
School Review. Vol. XLIII, No. 6 (June 1935) o. 423 - 33.
^William W. Taylor, "The Teaching Load in the Secondary 
Schools of iuontana in 1933 - 34.” (unpublished Masters Theeis of the University of Minnesota. 1935) p. 70.
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TASLE
COOPERATICriAL LOADS OF BDGÎîrîîIUG JÜÎ3 EXPERIENCED TEACHERS
Beginners New Teachers Experienced Teachers
New Old New Old New Old
Units Formula Formula Formula Formula Formula Formula
26 1 1
25
24 1
23 1
22 3 1
21 1 1 1
20 1 1 2 3 7 2
19 3 4 2 5
13 1 2 4
17 2 6 3 6 5
16 1 S 2 6 4
15 2 4 5 1 4
14 1 4 9 7 11
13 1 2 6 4 8 2
12 1 4 8 8 5
11 12 5 7 11
10 2 1 12 16 17 8
9 2 2 14 9 13 17
8 5 1 19 14 7 14
7 5 5 25 22 30 11
6 3 7 34 41 23 34
5 10 8 29 31 30 32
4 13 6 42 30 67 35
3 10 20 46 64 50 83
2 5 4 20 24 22 30
1 7 9 51 56 72 76
0 6 JL2 _12 _Z2 J[0
Totals 76 75 368 369 462 460
Mean 5.47 4.80 5.96 5.33 4.91 4.39
Median 4.77 3.98 5.21 4.71 4.22 3.65
Ql 3.10 3.38 3.04 2.72 1.60 1.72
Q) 7.60 6.61 8.52 7.53 7.35 8.23
Q 2.25 1.62 2.74 2.41 2.88 3.23
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TA3LS X m
TEACHIÎiG load OF BFGIKÎ IMG AND Eîlî’EHICiCjD TEACHT RS
Beginners New Teachers Experienced Teachers
Nenr Old New Old New Old
Unite Formula Formula Formula Formula Formula Formula
kO 3 1 4 2 3 3
39 1 1 5 2 2
38 2 4 4 2 3
37 1 1 10 8 4 4
36 1 1 8 6 7 10
35 1 3 10 13 14 11
34 3 17 18 20 12
33 7 4 20 16 19 21
32 9 27 24 20 24
31 10 6 35 27 25 33
30 10 7 27 29 42 41
29 9 7 26 24 46 44
28 9 9 22 26 42 49
27 5 6 22 23 51 44
26 2 2 27 * 22 43 25
25 3 5 21 19 34 33
24 3 6 22 21 24 28
23 2 3 13 14 18 21
22 2 13 14 9 9
21 3 1 6 9 6 13
20 1 2 5 10 12 5
19 1 1 4 4 4 9
18 2 1 5 2 4
17 2 2 1 5
16 2 4 2 4
15 1 4 1
14 2 2 1 2
13 3 2
12
Totals 76 79 358 359 466 465
Mean 29.17 28.80 28.54 29.02 27.80 27.66
Median 29.78 29.36 29.50 28.87 28.31 28.50
Ql 27.40 25.95 25.74 25.09 25.90 25.31
Qq 31.70 32.25 32.54 32.28 30.99 31.20
Q 2.15 3.15 3.40 3.60 2.55 2.95
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Thus, from the tables and comrarisons, it was very 
evident that the beginning teachers, contrary to sound teach< 
ing practices, had been assigned the heavcst teaching load 
as compared with their more experienced colleagues. Admin­
istrators who are concerned about the shortage of teaching 
personnel should perhaps reconsider their scheduling and 
assignment practices and determine whether they are guilty 
of misassignment and driving the begin̂ -ing teacher out of 
the profession.
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CHAPTER V I I I
I-ELATICHrHIP DEr T E N  TF./XTIHG LCAES 
AND SALARIES
The salaries of teachers depend upon many factors#
To naoie only a few: the financial condition of the school 
district, the attitude of the school board toward teachers*
* salaries, the demand and supply of teachers, and the size
of the school. In industry, compensation is often based on 
piece work, that is, one is paid for the amount of work one 
does. Why should this not be true in education? If one 
teacher has a heavier load than another, should he not be 
paid more? It is very often impossible to adjust the teach­
ing load so that it is equal among the teachers. Other things 
being equal, teachers who are given a heavier load than others 
because they are more capable should be compensated by higher 
salaries.
To determine if there was any relation between the 
size of the loads and the salaries, a correlation was made.
The coefficient was found to be .439. The low correlation 
can readily be seen by examining Figure 13. Some extreme 
cases may be pointed out. One teacher had a very heavy load 
of 41 units and a salary of i3,400. Another teacher had a 
sioall load of 22 units and a salary of ^$,300. The first
-124-
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41 1 2 1 1 1
40 1 2 1
39 1 1 1 1 1
38 1 1 1 1 1
37 1 3  1 2 2 2 1 1 1
36 2 1 1 1 1 1321 1 1 1 1 1
35 1 5 1 1 1 3 1 2 1 2  2 1 2 1 1 1
34 1 3 1 1 2 2 2 2 5 2 361 2 1 1 2 1 2  2
33 1 1 4 1 3  1 5 2 5 124 4 1 3 3 3
32 3 2 5 6 7 3 4 1 1 2  2 3 4 3 2 1
31 1 5 8 7 3 7 2 5 3 4 5652 4 1 1 1
30 4 1 7 5 8 6 4 2 3 2 4 5124 1321 2 1 1
29 2 2 7 6 8 2 6464 5 5 8 5 3234 2 2
28 4 3 8 2 4 4425 3 312 3 9 3 1 1
27 2 4 3 2 8 4 1 3  4 3 5104 631 7 2 1 2  2
26 3 2 4 5 3 5 6 7 5 2 1 2 6 3 6 1 2 3 1 2
25 1 1 2 2 3 2 6152 3 5 8 1 5 4 3 2 4
24 2 6 4 1 1 5 3 5 4 1 232 1 1 4 1 2
23 3 2 2 3 3 1 2 423 1 1 5 1 1 1 1
22 1 2 1 3 4 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
21 2 2 3 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 1
20 1 1 4 1 1 2 2 1 1 1
19 1 1 1 1  2 1 1 1 1 1
18 1 1 2 1
17 1 1 1
16 1 1 1
15 1 1 1
14
13 1 1 1
1 1 
1
1
1 1
^ 8 8 8 ^ ^ 8 8_ o o o o  O O Ô Ô  8 o 8 8  8 8  8 8  8 8 8 8  8 8 8 8G r4 CMP̂ -̂ -UN OH<SC*> tSQ^OH N m-f om r r \ c n - d r - a r - i "  -r -d’ -ï-d' -j -at w\u-\ umtvumtn
Salaries
s 4.699 r  = .439
s 492.60 PEy a = .0126
FIGURE 13
Relation Between the Total Loads and the Salaries.
SD of Total Loads 
SD of Salaries
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
•X26«
had almost twice the load and thirty six per cent less 
salary. One teacher had a load of 31*52 units and a salary 
of $3,240 while another teacher in the same school had a 
load of 21.26 units and a salary of $4,440. The first teach­
er did 35 per cent more work and received $1,200 less for 
it. So, whatever it is that determines teachers* salaries, 
it certainly can not be the amount of work they are requir­
ed to do.
Athletic coaches have larger cooperational loads and 
receive higher salaries as a rule than the average teacher.
It was thought that perhaps school authorities might desire 
teachers more for their ability to handle special activities 
(athletics, debate, music and dramatics) rather than for 
their quality of instruction, and consequently pay them high­
er salaries.' For the above reasons, one might think, perhaps, 
that there would be a higher correlation between salaries 
and cooperational loads than between salaries and instruct­
ional loads. However, the correlation was found to be only 
.1702 or practically no correlation.
It is not within the scope of this investigation to 
determine the factors that influence the teachers* salaries, 
but to see if there was any relation between the salaries 
and the teaching loads. No significant relationship was 
found between the total teaching loads or cooperational 
loads and salaries.
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24 2 1 1
23 1 1
22 1 1 1
21 1 1
20 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
19 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 1 1 1
18 1 1 1
17 1 2 1 2 1 1 2 1 1
1 1 1 3 3 2 1 1 1 1 1
+»
1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1
1 1 1 1 1 1
1 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
S 12 3 2 2 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 4 1 1 1 1  2 2 1 1
1  10 1 4 1 1 2  3 3 5 1 1 2 2 2 1 1 1
1  9 1 5 2 2 3 3 3 2 3 1@ 8 3 3 5 2 2 2 3 3 1 2 1 2  1 2 1
I* 7 1 4 2 7 1 6  3 5 7 5 3 3 2 3 2 2 1 2 1o  6 3 1 3 5 4 4 3 5 2 2 3 1 4 4 2 3 2 1 1 2
5 2 2 9 2 2 3 6 7 3 5 6 4 5 1 1 2 6 11 2 1
4 1 3118 8119 3 6 Ü 4 3 a i 2  7 2 3 6 1 1 2
3 4 7 4 5 5 6104 8 4 6 8 Ô 410 3 3 3 1 1 1
2 2 4 5 3 3 2 1 1 1 3 2 3 4 2 1 8  1 2
1 1 2 8 8 7 7107 9 61011 4 7103 3 8 2 5 1 1 1
0 1 3  1 4 7 3 4 7 5 5 22 5 7 5 3 1 3  2 2 1
8 8 o % o 8 8 8888®  0 > 0  rH -T 8 8 ^ ^o o3:#^ 8888
SD of Cooperational 
Load Units
Salaries
= 2.6309
H Mlf\ W\ lf\ Lf\
.1702
SD of Salaries = - .0230= 5A4.0 PEp 
FIGURE 14
Relation Between the Cooperational loads and the Salaries
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CHAPTER l î
SUÏÜ ARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND PECOMi^ENDATIONS
The purpose of this final chapter is to summarize 
the conclusions reached In this study and to present a 
few recommendations and suggestions.
SUiV̂ -ARY
In the earlier chapters, the formula and what it 
• measured was defined including the factors that were consid­
ered in the teaching load. Other studies and formulas were 
reviewed showing the results which were compared with the 
results of this study.
The information for this study was secured from school 
administrators by a letter soliciting information regarding 
the school schedules and the duties of the teachers. Useable 
information from eighty-eight schools concerning 1,079 teach­
ers and administrators were used in this study.
There was no correlation between the measurement of 
the pupil load and the class period load, the pupil load and 
the units of the Douglass formula, or between the class 
period load and the units of the Douglass formula. No 
relationship existed between salaries and teacher loads.
The use of clock-hours to measure the tesching, load was
— 128—
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-129-
impracticable because of the difficulty of determining the 
actual time spent on teaching duties and activities and the 
differences in individual teachers*
The means of the instructional, cooperational and 
total loads of the teachers in the sampling of Montana high 
schools were 23.14, 7.03, and 27.96 units respectively. The 
teaching loads of the îxntana teachers were considerably less 
than the loads found in the surveys of Taylor and Cheney and 
only a few units greater than the mean of the sampling of the 
Nebraska high schools in 1950. The average teaching loads 
of teachers of Montana high schools have been reduced to a 
standard of 28 Douglass units, the exceptions being the 
abnormally large and small teaching loads that need adjust­
ment.
Academic subject teachers were found to have the larg­
est load in the subject field loads, the loads being smaller 
in almost every instance than those of the earlier studies. 
There was very little change in the ranking of the subject 
field loads with the same five subjects still leading in all 
of the studies.
In comparing the teaching loads of men and women teach­
ers, men teachers had a slightly heavier load than the women* 
This fact agreed with the results of other studies of 
the teaching loads of the two sexes.
The loads of the beginning teachers were definitely 
larger than the loads of the experienced teachers.
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CûîiCLUSiorJS
1. Low correlations were found among the following; 
the pupil load and the number of class periods, the pupil 
load and the Douglass formula units, and the class periods 
and the Douglass formula units. These results indicated 
that they do not measure the same thing. Since the Douglass 
formula includes the cooperational load it was used as the 
measuring instrument in this study and for comparison pur­
poses with other studies that used the same formula.
2. The instructional load of 1,079 Montana, teachers 
and administrators, when measured by the mean, decreased 
with the decrease in enrollment. The teachers in the smaller 
or third class schools had a 24 per cent smaller load than 
those of the large or first class schools. Therefore it 
appears that the size of the school had some effect on the 
instructional load.
3. There was a decidedly marked increase in the size 
of the cooperational load as the size of the school decreased,
4* There was 0,7 per cent difference between the 
largest mean and the smallest mean of the total teaching 
load by the classes of schools. The total load of the teach­
ers in the third class schools, including the cooperational 
load, was not large enough to equal the loads of the county 
high and the second class schools,
5, The average instructional load of 1,065 teachers 
and adxmlnistrators for Koatana was 22,35 units which was
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19*3 per cent less than that of 1933 - 34,
6. The average cooperational load for 975 ontana 
teachers was 4.77 units which was 5,7 per cent heavier than 
that of the 1933 - 34 study of Montana,
7, The total load of the sampling of Montana teachers 
was 2 7 ,3 0 units or 15 per cent lighter than the 1933 - 34 
study and I4 per cent less than that of the sampling of 
Nebraska teachers in 1950,
Ô, The median of the teaching load of the sampling 
of Montana high school teachers and administrators was 28,73 
units which was ,47 units, or 1,6 per cent, less than the 
norm of 29,2 units as found by Douglass*
9 , The instructional loads of academic and commercial 
teachers were heavier than the loads of teachers of music, 
physical education, home economics, industrial arts, and 
mathematics,
10, The cooperation loads of teachers of music and 
physical education were larger than the other cooperational 
loads. The English teachers had the greatest cooperational 
load in the regular academic subjects; while the vocational 
agriculture and home economic teachers had smaller loads.
11, The total load of the teachers by subject fields 
was very near the norms established by Douglass, The norms 
for conanercial, science, and vocational agriculture was 
exceeded by the loads in this study, but only by. 65 units
in the commercial subjects, by..53 units in vocational agri­
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culture and by .26 units in science.
12, In comparing the results found by computing the 
load by both the 1932 Douglass formula and the 1950 Revised 
version, very slight differences were found except in the 
loads for music, vocational agriculture and physical educ­
ation which had been given increased subject-grade coeffic­
ient values.
13• The average instructional load of the women 
teachers was 3*5 per cent greater than that of the men teach­
ers. The cooperational load for men was 3^.4 per cent great­
er than that for the women. The result was that the total 
load of the men was .9 per cent greater than that of the 
women. This was in agreement with other studies which showed 
that men have a greater teaching load than women due to their 
larger cooperational load.
14* The loads of the beginning and new teachers were 
definitely 'greater than the loads of the experienced teachers. 
The beginning teacher had a 4 per cent greater load than the 
experienced teacher. The greater load was due to both a 
larger instructional load and a larger cooperative load.
15. When measured by the Douglass formula, the co­
operational load was 1Ô.Ô per cent of the total load.
16. The lack of correlation between the teaching 
load and the salaries, as well as between the cooperational 
loads and salaries, indicated that whatever determined the 
teachers* salaries it was not the amount of work they do.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-133-
RECOr'ÜÆMDATIONS
From the facts brought out in this study the follow­
ing recommendations were made:
1. It is suggested when applying the Douglass formula 
to Cieasure the teaching load of teachers of vocational agric­
ulture that the subject-grade coefficient be reduced from 
1.3 to 1.1 or a reduction of .2. The subject-grade coeffic­
ient seems to be out of proportion for the difficulty en­
countered in vocational agriculture instruction which appears 
to be no more difficult than the preparation and presentation 
of a modern social study course (1.1) in current affairs or 
economics where constant attention must be made to current 
changes in world affairs.
2. Although the average load for Montana teachers 
was well within the norms recommended, the range indicated 
that many teachers had too great a load and many had too 
light a load. The assignment of the teaching load by the 
administrator should be made with extreme care to see that 
the loads are well balanced among his teachers keeping the 
load within 30 units as a maximum load.
3. The teaching loads should be equalized between
the academic teachers and the teachers of home economics, 
industrial arts, music, and physical education.
4. The loads of the beginning teacher should be
lessened by decreasing the size of their cooperational and 
instructional loads.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
-134-
5* The assignir.cnt of subjects taught by beginning 
teachers should be within their major teaching field*
6. Whenever the loads of teachers exceed the maximum 
norms and cannot be adjusted within the school system, the 
teachers should be paid extra in proportion to their over­
load or in increments for each four Douglass units greater 
than the recommended norm or of the norm of the particular 
school system.
7. Teachers of physical education and athletics only 
should be arranged on a staggered schedule so that their 
extra-curricular activities would occur within the normal 
length school day.
8. Teacher institutions should offer courses to 
assist teachers in extra-curricular activities and sponsor­
ships.
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Dat«
Superintendent of Schools 
Sheridan^ Montana
Dear Mr.
In  1936, Mr* Truman M. Cheney made a study of the teaching 
load of teachers in  Montana high schools. I  have agreed to work 
with the State Board of Education in  making an follow-up study 
on Mr, Cheney's report.
To make th is  study a success, I  w ill need data from a l l  the 
high schools of the state. Would you please send me a copy of 
your schedule with the following information on i t ,  in addition 
to the usual entries on a high school schedule.
1. The nufriber of pupils in  each class section.
2. The length of the period.3. The number of periods a class meets weekly in
cases in  which i t  is  less or more than fiv e .4. Classes of 7th and 8th grades when taught by
regular high school teachers.
In  addition, would you give me the following Information 
ccxiceming each teacher*
1. The nuaber of class periods spent per week in
the study b a ll.
2. The estimated number of clock-hours spent per
week on an average throughout the semester 
in  helping with extra-curricular a c tiv itie s , 
home-roome, h a ll or lunchroom duties or 
other responsibilities naming the type of 
a c tiv ity  fo r each teaciier.3. Extra pay, i f  any, fo r extra work, (This method
of condensation is  popular in  several Eastern 
states}.
I  realize that you are very busy and I  have tried  to make 
th is  request as reasonable as possible to give you the least 
possible distuitance and s t i l l  secure the information necessary 
fo r the study. A summary of th is study w ill be published in  
some form and I  w ill be glad to see that you get a copy i f  you 
desire i t .
Sincerely yours.
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